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LETTER 


To the Reverend | 
Dr. SHERLOCK, &c. 


SI R, 


Take the firſt Opportunity 1 
can, publickly to acknow- 
ledge the Senſe I have of 
your Favour 1n allowing me 
a Liberty to write again 
what I pleaſe, and in what 
Language I pleaſe, p. 45. A 
Liberty which I afſure you I know how 
to value, and which I will endeavour to 
maintain without Licentiouſneſs; and in 
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Proſecution of it, I will never write any 
thing, which I will be. aſhamed to own 
when call'd upon: Nor will J ever ſuffer 
any thing, Wrote with deſign to blacken 
any. one's Reputation, publickly to be char- 
ged upon me, and at the fame time not 
think my ſelf obliged to den it publickly, 


if it be not mine. No Example ſhall ever | 


move me to think my ſelf unaccountable 
for publick Abuſes, and publick Defama- 
tion, cou'd I ever prevail upon my ſelf to 
act ſuch a ſcandalous Part without a Name. 
This is a Liberty of writing, I mean a Li- 
3 which I will never uſe; and 
he that does this, whatever Character he 
may aſſume, muſt have little Senſe of the 
Principles of Honour and Juſtice, and as 
little of the true Spirit of the Gentleman. 

The preſent Uſe, that I deſign to make 
of the Liberty you have condeſcended tg 
grant me, ſhall be to deſire the Reader to 
correct the Miſtakes that I have been guilty 
of : And to endeavour to lay before you 
and the World the Miſtakes, which all the 
Art you have cannot conceal, and which 
your Laft Piece particularly abounds with. 

I know not whence it ariſes; but great 
Genius like yours are ſuperior to all Rules; 
and conſequently, only act infallille. One 
of this exalted fort, can tranſlate du Ser- 
 vaits, or can prove that an Adverſary calls 

him Devil, (ace) if he happen but to 


men- 


. 
mention the Word Accuſer; and all is con- 
ſiſtent with Learning and Judgment too. 
He can calumniate without any Crime, and 
uſe the keeneſt Satyr, and treat his Adver- 
ſaries with the utmoſt Iaſolence; and yet 
there is nothing of Iuveci ive in all this; 
tis all pure Argument, and the Returns of 
Good Manners, and Civility and Right Rea- 
ſon, v. Condition, &c. p. 50. Jou, Sir, 
are One of thoſe Happy People, that being 
Superior to the Rules which tie up leſſer 
Writers, can be guilty of the moſt flagrant 
Miſtakes, and yet are obliged to no Ac- 
knowledgments of them, nor to any Re. 
tractations, Other People may not miſtake 
a Man's Name without the Forfeiture of 
every thing that is valuable in the Learned 
World; whilſt Toz can with Credit make 
Speeches for Noah, impoſe them for no- 
thing leſs than ſacred Scripture ; and then 
Kings are to bow down to the Patriarch's 
good Senſe, and receive their Authority 
from your Inventions. TI envy you not This 


Happineſs ; but will notwithſtanding theſe 


Advantages proceed to lay open what I 


think your Miſtakes, and will ſhew how 


weak your preſent Defence of your ſelf 
from the Charge of Calumny is. 

1. Your Firit twenty Pages are ſpent in 
conſidering a couple of Facts, viz. Whe- 
ther the B. of Bangor never Once annexed 
to the Word Slave, the Notion of being 

Lought 
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bought and fold in Markets, in ſpeaking of 
the Example of Chriſt, . 6, 17, 20. And 
2dly, Whether his Notion of the Word, Slave, 
at the very Time he made the Aſſertion a. 
bout the Example of Chriſt, was Con- 
STANTLY the loweft aud moſt helpleſs 
Part of Mankind, F. 14. | 

After you have endeavoured to ſhew 
that his Lordſhip has contradicted himſelf 
in each of thoſe Aſſertions, (wherein he 
ſays that he never Ozce annexed to the 
Word Slave, the former Notion, but Con- 
ſtantly the Latter, in ſpeaking of the Ex- 
ample of Chriſt, ) you make this remark- 
able Profeſſion printed in Capitals, F. 20. 
Take Notice, THISIS My DEFENCE ; 
which is founded upon this, that bis Lord- 
ſhip has own'd that his Ajertion does appear 
ſhocking, if the Idea of bought and ſ0)d, &c. 
does belong to the Term Slaves, ibid. Upon 
this I obſerve, 

Firſt, You tell us, P. 4. & p. 20. That 
the B. owns hir Afertion to appear ſhocking, 
f the Idea of bought and fold does belong 
to the Term Slaves. This Acknowledg- 
ment of his Lordſhip ought to have been 
produced, and cited fairly, that the Reader 
might judge of what was made the Foun- 
dation of your DEFENCE. But inſtead of 
this a few Words are cited from 5. 15. of 
his Lordſhip's Anſwer, which are well a- 
dapted to impoſe upon the World, and to 
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ſcreen your ſelf; but his Lordſhip's Ac- 
knowledgment in that Place is left there, 
and not transferr'd into your Book, as what 
wou'd do you no Service. 2. You were 
charg'd with Calumny, becauſe you had 
in et declared the Biſhop to have no re- 
gard to the Example of Chriſt if it food in 
his Way; nor to any Thing elſe, if he 
cou'd but get rid of an Objection ; that He 
wou'd propagate ſuch Opinions as wou'd 
make the Ears of a Chriſtian tingle, for this 
ONLY Reaſon becauſe a Difficulty ſtood in 
his Way ; and when the Way was thus pa- 
ved round about, the terrible Sentence is 
produced. The Biſhop owns, you fay, 
that you have made it appear ſhocking. Be 
it ſo. Is this All your Defence, that you 
were able to produce a Sentence which by 
your Management appears Shocking ; to ju- 
ſtiiy this Allertion, vis. that his Lordſhip 
made no ſcruple to teach ſuch a Doctrine as 
wow d make a Chriſtian's Ears tingle, for this 
only Reaſon, that an Objection ſiood in bis 
Way ? How many Doctrines are there that 
are really true, and yet appear ſhocking to 
many People, who are highly prejudic'd a- 
gainſt them? Suppoſe therefore it were 
true, that the B. had ow#'d what you are 
pleas'd to fay that he has ewrwd; yet (till 
the Calumny might remain notwithſtand- 
ing THIS DEFENCE, that the Biſhop, 
merely tor to poor a Reaſon as becaule a Dif- 
ficulty 
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ficulty ſtood in his Way, wow'd make 20 
ſeru/le to offer a Perſonal Indignity to our 
Bleſſed Saviour. 3. Nothing that is True, 
ought to be ſhocking to a Chriſtian's Ears, 
if ſpoken not abruptly or coarſly. His Lord- 
ſhip therefore may «ws, that you have made 
his Aſſertion appear ſhocking, tho? you have 
kept to the Terms he himſelf made Uſe of, 
if by leaving out ther Words made uſe of 
at the ſame Time, you have removed out 
of Sight, and out of Mind, what might 
take off the Harſhneſs of thoſe Terms which 
you have retain'd. What you retain may 
make a True Aſſertion, tho perhaps it may 
ſound Harſh, and Shocking by the Help of 
Management ; And the Reader may have 
Reaſon to complain of very ill choſen Words 
upon ſuch an Occaſion. But is THIS your 
DEFENCE from the Charge of Calumny, 
that the Biſhop owrs his Aſſertion as ma- 
nag'd by you, to appear, not to le Shock- 
ing? Suppoſe the Sentence to /e ſhocking 
really as it lies in its Author, and not only 
to appear ſo; tis not Caizmny to cite it, nor 
was it ever reputed ſo. Nor is it on the 
other hand any Defence from the Charge of 
Calamny, to cite a ſhocking Sentence. Ca- 
lumny conſiſts in the laying of falſe Crimes 
to a Man's Charge, with deſign to injure 
his Reputation : Now to cite a ſhocking 
Sentence, really or appzaringly ſhocking, 
is not to defend ones ſelf from this Charge, 

unlels 
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unleſs the having ſaid ſuch or ſuch Things 
was all that is imputed by the Accuſer. 
But in the preſent Caſe, All the Aggrava- 
tions poſſible were added, to make his Lord- 
{hip odious ; and he is repreſented as ready 
and willing, and making no ſcruple to offer 
an Indignity even to Jeſus Chriſt himſelf, 
only to get rid of an Objection. 

When therefore you bid the Reader, Take 
Notice, THis Is MY DEFENCE: — 
Lask; Defence from, or, of what? Is it 
a Defence of what you ſaid, when you 
charged his Lordſhip with being ſo fond of 
his own Notions, as to take ſuch Steps as 
wou'd make a Chriſtian's Ears tingle to de- 
fend them? This is no Defence of this; 
becauſe the Sentence in Controverſy may be 

' ſhocking, and yet not the Effect of F 0 Nn p- 
NE ss for his own Notions; nor occaſion'd 
buy his not making any Scruple to offer an 
Indignity to Jeſus Chriſt, or his Example, 
ONLT becauſe a Difficulty ſtood in his Way. 
Is it a Defence from the Charge of Calum- 
ny, which has been imputed to you? Nor 
this neither: For 'tis not a Defence from 
that Charge, to ſay that his Lordſhip owns 
the Sentence to appear Shocking as Jou have 
repreſented it. I 
But you think the Defence of your ſelf 
ſufficient, ſuppoſing that you can prove the 
| Sentence to import what yoz repreſent it io 
| ſignify, p. 4. and in order to this, You _ 
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ſeveral Paſſages which aſſert the Notion of 
bought and ſold, &c. to be annexed to the 
Term Slaves in the Original Controverſy ; 


whereas the B. of Bangor denies ſeveral 


Times, that he has ever annexed that No- 
tion to that Word in this Controverſy ; nay, 
aſſerts that he has conſtantly uſed another. 
Take Notice, ſay you, THis Is My 
DEFENCE, p. 20. 

As I have already obſerv'd, that, ſuppo- 
ſing his Lordſhip had own'd what you 
think fit to make him own, That wou'd 
not have been a ſufficient Defence for you; 
ſo here, 1. Suppoſe his Lordſhip had aſ- 
ſerted that he zever annexed the Idea of 
bought and ſold to the Term Slaves, and 
yet in Reality had annexed it twenty times 


over; and ſuppoſe he had ſaid that he con- 
ſtautly made uſe of ſuch or ſuch a particu- 


lar Idea, whereas in Truth he Never once 
made Uſe of that Notion ; This wou'd ſhew 
that his Lordſhip contradicted himſelf egre- 
giouſly; but *rwou'd not prove that He 


made no Scruple to take Any Steps to defend 


his own fond Notions, or to offer an Indig- 


nity ro the Example of our Bleſſed Saviour 
for this ON LT Reaſon, becauſe a Difficul- 


ty ſtood in his Way, The Calumny is the 
ſame {till : It being quite a diſt inct Con- 
ſideration, whether he has contradicted 
himſelf or not. 2. What you call vour 
DEFENCE is founded on this: 1. _ 

the 


Sy oe 0 5 Eun Doe Pw. Kyi oo ww O04. e p oc oc x EG... :: 


E 

the Biſhop owns that his Aſertion does ap- 
pear Shocking, if the Idea of bought and 
ſold be annexed to the Word Slaves; and 2. 
that He has annex'd that Idea. That is ; 
The Biſhop owns that he once has made 
Uſe of a Shocking Aſſertion; Therefore— 
What ?— Therefore You did not lay a falſe 
Crime to his Charge, when you fay his 
Lordſhip has OFTEN been carried into 
reat Extreams, merely to get rid of an 
bjection; and orafles not to affirm the 
molt hacking Things, to defend his Noti- 
ons. 3. Suppoſe his Lordſhip to have been 
miſtaken not only in the Aſſertion now in 
Hand, but in ezery one of thoſe Points 
which You have mentioned as great Ex- 
tremes ; nay, that he had in Reality nei- 
ther Reaſon nor Revelation to ſupport his 
Notions; His Books might be faid to be 
full of Errors, and his Head weak; he 
; woy'd have been an inconſiſtent contrad;- 
Ctory Writer: But yet God forbid that e- 
very ſuch Writer ſhou'd be charg'd with 
not ſcrupling to do the moſt infamous thing, 
or ſay the moſt ſhocking one, Only for this 
| Reaſon becauſe an Objection ſtood in his 
Way. To be able to produce an Aﬀertion 
made to appear ſhocking by an Adverſary, 
and only confeſs'd to appear ſo, wou'd be 
no great Defence from the Charge of Ca- 
lumny. Aa Aﬀertion in ſhort may appear 
ſhocking, and yet be true, and therefore 
B 2 „ 
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ought not to appear ſhocking : Or it may 
be falſe, and yet not attended with thoſe 
Circumſtances which you have put toge- 
ther in the Paſſage which was charg'd with 
Calumny : And conſequently your declaring 
your Defence to conſiſt in his Lordſhip's 
owning the Sentence to appear Shocking 


(ſuppoſing that he owns That,) and in his 


contradicting himſelf, is no Defence from 
the Crime, nor no Satisfaction to Him. 
But let us ſee in Reality what it is that 
his Lordſhip des own, ſince ſo much is 
built upon it. Having ſhewn that He 
the Dean] has not given My own Expli- 
6 cations of the Terms of my Aſſertion, 4s 
He profeſſed to do; but has indeed made it 
* appear Shocking, by leaving out the par- 
« ticular Notion, under which alone I al- 
* ways confidered Slaves in that Aſſertion; 
and by putting in another alone ia its ſtead, | 


« which I never once made Uſe of for this | 
© Purpoſe*, Anſ. p. 15. His Lordſhip here 


declares, that in this Aſſertion he conſider- 
ed Slaves as the LowEsST and MesrT 
HELPLESS part of Mankind. Jou on 
the other hand declare, That He annexed | 
the Idea of bought and ſold in the Market, 
or taken Captive, to the Term Slave. 
Now ION 

Be it ſo, that his Lordſhip does not know 
what Idea he annexed to the Word Slave; 
and that You, Sir, by ſome ſtrange 15 

Nn | : 
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thod do know. You your ſelf ſay that the 
Example of Chriſt is fit to be propoſed ta 
Slaves; and aſſert that he that ſays ſo, 
ſays true: Vindication, &c. p. 11. Now 
tis equally ſhocking to ſay, The Example of 
Chriſt is fit to be propoſed to ſuch as are 
bought and fold in the Market, and, The 
Example of Chriſt is fit to be propos d to 
Slaves, If therefore his Lordſhip's Aſſer- 
tion be diſhonourable to our Saviour, He 
has the good Fortune to have your Com- 
pany in This too, as he has in the Other 
Points for which you are his Accuſer. 

2. His Lordſhip ſays, that You have 
made his Aſertion appear Shocking, by leav- 
ing out the particular Notion under which 
alone he conſidered Slaves in that Aſſertion, 
and by putting in another alone which he did 
not make Uſe of. His Words in his Az/. to 


| | Dr. A. arc a 


The Example of our Lord is much more 
* peculiarly fit to be urged to Slaves, 
by whoſe Condition he is pleas'd fre- 

C queen to deſcribe his own low E- 

© ſtate; than to Subjects, whoſe Con- 

dition is never uſed to that Purpoſe, 
and whom he is never ſaid to perſo- 


* nate in his loweſt and moſt oppreſſed 
Condition . 5 


Your 
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Your Abufe of theſe Words 1s, 


The Example of our Lord is much more 
* peculiarly fit to be urged to Slaves, 
©1.e. (ſuch as are bought and (ola in 
* Markets, or talen Captive, ) than 
© Subjets, i. e. ſuch as have Civil 
* Rights and Liberties *, 


This Repreſentation of the Aſſertion, his 
Lordſhip juſtly ſays, is made to appear Shock- 
ing. For you have left out, 1. The Terms, 
© Low Eftate?, and, * Loweſt and moſt of» 
© preſſed Condition?*; Which relating to our 
Bleſſed Saviour, and ſome particular Cir- 
cumſtances of him, determine the Obſer- 
vation to relate on to His Humiliation ; 
and conſequently that the Example of our 
Lord, which are general Words in your 
Propoſition, are confined in his Lordſhips. 
2. You have left out the LOW Condition 
of Slaves, which is clearly expreſſed by 
thoſe Words of the Biſhop, © by Wynoſe Con- 
dition he is pleasd frequently to deſcribe 
* his own LOW FE/tate?. Here is not One 
Word relating to Slaves in this Aſſertion, 
but what concerns their low Condition and 
Eſtate. Tis the particular Notion under 
which they are conſidered Here; nor is 
there the leaſt Intimation How they came 
into this Low Condition, whether * 

taken 
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taken Captive. But then, 3. As you have 
left out the particular Notion here under 
Conſideration, and which determined the 
Application of every Word; ſo you have 
put in Another Notion, and have put it in 
eALONE, viz. the Idea of bought and 
' ſold in Markets, which may be ſo made Uſe 
| of as to make the Aſſertion appear Shock- 
ing. Your Aſſertion is capable of the Senſe 
you put upon it, p. 32; that the Example 
of Chriſt is little, if at all, fit for Subjects; 
tis much more peculiarly fit for Slaves; 
Subjects are not obliged by it: But his 
Lordſhij?s Aſſertion is capable of no ſuch 
Senſe, becauſe every Word is confin'd to a 
particular Signification, and will not ad- 
my of ſuch an Expoſition as your Aſſertion 
Will. | 
This then being what his Lordſhip has 
ound concerning your Repreſentation of 
his Aſſertion, that you have made it appear 
1 Shocking by leaving out what He put in, 
and by putting in what you thought fit; 
You now undertake to prove that you have 
not changed the Notion annexed to the 
Term, Slave; and you declare that you 
are willing to put the Merits of the Cauſe 
upon this Fact, p. 7. vis. whether his 
Lordſhip has never Once annexed the Idea 
of bought and fold to the Term Slave in 
this Aſſertion. But 


1. This 


(16) 
1. This will not juſtify you, (as 1 have 
— ſaid) or clear you from Calumny, 


ſuppoſing that he has annexed the Notion 
of honght and ſold to that Term, 2. His 
Lordſhip's Complaint is, that you have put 
ix the Idea of bought and fold, Aron x, 
In THE STEAD of what you left out. 
So that tho' the Words, bought and ſold in 
Markets, may be put in the Place of Slaves, 
and make a Propoſition of the ſame Senſe 
as if the Word Slaves had been uſed; yet 
thoſe Words will not be equivalent to the 
Low and Oppreſſed Eſtate and Condition 
which his Lordſhip is ſpeaking about, and 
which is the peculiar Notion that was to 
be conveyed to the Reader's Mind. Your 
Words ſupply but one part of the Sentence, 
and not Both; which they ought to have 
done, had the Terms omitted, and the 
Words added, been perfectly equivalent. 
3. Let any Man read the Bi“ Aﬀertion 
(not hours) as I juſt now have cited it, 
changing only the Word, Slaves?, for, 
& ſuch as are bought and ſold in Markets; 
and let him try if his Ears will tingle, or if 


he can make it intimate any thing like to 


this, that Subjects are little or nothing o- 
bliged by the Example of Chriſt ; which is 
the particular ſhocking Notion that you 
wou'd fix upon the Aſſertion. This being 
premiſed, let us come to the Matter of 
Fact. | 

You 


19 
You produce Ten Paſſages out of the Old 
Controverſy, to prove that his Lordſhip 
has uſed the Idea of hovght and ſold, and 
annexed it to the Term Saves; and Theſe 


are ſet in Contradiction to Twelve Places, 


in his Late eAnſwer to you, wherein his 
Lordſhip affirms five times over that he ne- 


ver once uſed or annexed to the Word Slave 


this Notion in ſpeaking of the Example of 
Chriſt, and, that he conſtantly choſe another, 
p. 6. I reply to this, INT 

1. Suppoſe you cou'd have produced 
Twenty Paſſages, or Twenty times Twenty, 
in Other Parts of the Old Controverſy, 
what is this to the preſent Purpoſe ? The 
Queſtion 1s, What 1s the Notion annexed 
to the Word, Slaves, iz the Aſſertion in Diſ- 
pute, where he conſtantly ſpeaks of their 
low Eſtate and Condition, and which was 
the Notion which was peculiarly to be con- 
vey'd to his Reader, and in which he does 
not mention bought and ſold, or any Me- 
thod by which they came into this Condi- 
tion. In ſpeaking of the Rights and Pri- 
vileges of Subjects in Oppoſition to Slaves, 
his Lordſhip had juſt and frequent Occaſion 
to mention, that Slaves were bought and 
fold in Markets, or taken Captive ; and 
conſequently had no Rights of their own. 
But then in the freſent Aſſertiozu, (which 
relates ſolely to our Bleſſed Saviour's Ex- 
ample,) he ſpeaks of them as Men in the 

| C moſt. 
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moſt Low and moſt Helpleſs Condition. 
What Inconfiſtency is there in this? 2. You 
your felt ſpeak of ſome Slaves as very hap- 
Py, + at the Head of Affairs in Kingdoms 
and private Families, p. 19. You your 
ſelf therefore mult neceſſarily ſeparate theſe 
Ideas bought and ſold in Markets, and, be- 
ing very low and oppreſſed. For your Slaves 
that were at the Head of eAfﬀairs in 
* Kjnedoms®, e. g. Secretaries of State, and 
Prefidents of Council, &c. had this in com- 
mon with Other Slaves, to be capable of be- 
ing ſold in Markets : If therefore the Hap- 
py Condition of Theſe may be comfidered as 
diſtint, and 7zs really diſt inct from their 
being bought and ſold; then *twill follow 
that the Lew Condition of Others, is not 
contain'd in that Idea neither. *Tis a di- 
ſtinet Conſideration, which his Lordſhip 
might make Uſe of as he had Occaſions 
7: "T0 1 therefore your Reader to 
cite thoſe Paſſages which you have, and 


with a pompous Exactneſs to compare them, 


and tell him that the Biſhop FIVE times 
fays hat He NEVER ONCE annexed 
to the Word Slaves the Notion here in que- 
{tion, and yet vhat ONCE be did annex 
it, and then again that CONSTANTLY 
he choſe another Idea. For, 1. This is on- 
ly ſay ing at moſt that He contradicted him- 
felt, and not proving your ſelf not, to be 
guilty of Calumxy. But, 2. The Truth 1 

n 
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In Anſwer to an ObjeQtion rais'd by the 
preſent Lord B. of Rocheſter, the B. of 
Bangor ſpends Twenty two Pages, all oc- 
caſioned by an 1 drawn from the 
Example of Chriſt, as urg'd by St. Pete, 
In the Proſecution of this, all the Paſſages 
cited by Mr. Dean of Chicheſter do occur. 
But then the Paragraph from whence this 
preſent Controverſy ſtarted, [N. 10,] has 
this Idea Caught and ſold} in it but Once 
annexed to the Term Slaves, which is what 
his Lordſhip mentions, and alludes to in 
thoſe Words of his, Becauſe I ONCE in 
another part of the Diſpute deſcribed Slaves 
as ſuch as are bought, &c, But then, in 
what relates to the Aſſertion now in hand, He 


never Once has made Uſe of that Idea, but 
'ALWAYsS conſiders Slaves, as Men in the 
.Loweſt and mot miſerable Condition; which 
is, as I have already proved, a very diſtin 
: Notion. I muſt deſire therefore the Rea- 
der to look over this Paragraph in the Ori. 


ginal Controverſy, p. 64, 65, 66. Or in the 


Charge of Calumny, p. 10, 11, 12, 13. and 
to believe but his own Eyes; and then let 
him think what hard Uſage and cruel Mit- 
repreſentations his Lordſhip experiences in 
this Debate. 


You obſerve that His Lordfhip five times 


over, affirms that he never once uſed or an- 
anexed to the Word Slave this Notion, in 
Ypeaking of the Example of Chriſt : And 


C 5 you 


( 20 

you cite the Paſſages marked, Ne. 4, 5, 6, 7, 
12. P. 6. i | 

Sir, Is this Conduct the Conduct of a 

Fair Honeſt Adverſary, who writes for the 

Cauſe and Sake of Truth ? Or what Name 


wou'd you your ſelf give it in his Lordſhip 


or in Me, or in any One that ſhowd deal 


thus by You ? His Lordſhip Five times 0- 
ver, affirms that He never Once * in this Aſ- 
* /erticn* about the Example of Chriſt, has 
annexed that particular Idea; and You, 
paſſing by the Words, iz this eAſſertion , 
or other Words to that Effect, extend his 
Words to eALL that he has wrote in the 
Original Controverly about the Example of 
Chriſt. The Biſhop confines what he ſays, 


to the compaſs of little more than Two Pa- 
bes in the Original Controverſy; and you, 


y clean Conveyance of the Words which 


confined his Meaning, ſtretch them ſo as 
to take in Twenty two Pages. E. G. The 
Paſſage Ne, 4. has theſe Words, Tet it ts | 


* as literally true that the Word Slave, with 


« this Idea peculiarly annexed to it, is not 
* any one of the ale of my Ass ER 
* TI ON— but that the Netion of Slaves in 
my ASSEATION about our Lord's Ex- 

* ample is', Sc. N®. 5. The Sentence be- 
gins thus. This was the Notion I join d tio 
* the Word Slaves ia this Aſſertion of mine ?; 
and then it concludes as you have cited it. 
Ne. C, Follows the immediately preceding 
1 Rr ROW Sen- 
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Sentence mark'd N“. 5. and taken from the 
ſame Page of his Lordſhip's eAnſwer ; and 
*tis connected ta the former by theſe Words, 
* $9 that if the Indignity”?, &c. and conſe- 
quently relates to the ſame Aſſertzon, And 


indeed theſe three Sentences are all taken 
out of a couple of Pages, where his Lordſhip 
is ſhewing the Reaſonableneſs of explaining 


His ASSERTION za the manner he did; 
He ſpeaks of That ly, and not of what 
he has faid in relation to the Example of 
Chriſt in general in the former Diſpute. 
N®. 7. Is taken from p. 15. and the imme- 
diate preceding Words are, under which 
© alone I always conſidered Slaves in that 
*ASSERTION'. And the Sentence be- 
gins with this, having ſhewn that He has 
not given My own Explications of the Terms 
* of my ASSER TION?, Sc. Nè. 12. has 
theſe remarkable Words, which You have 
cited, I never in THIS Controverſy, &c. 
What ſhall I lay now to this Method of 
Writing? I'Il only uſe Your awn Words to 
the Reader; Take Notice, THIS IS HIS 
DEFENCE. - 

When thus the Contradictory Paſſages 
are cited, (the Reader is by this time judge 
how properly,) You are ſo obliging as to 
produce your Reaſo7s in the next Place, to 
prove that his Lordſhip MUS Z mean, 
what he declares he did zot mean, nor is 
there any Neceſſity that He ſhowd mean. 

. They 
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They are, His Lordſhip has fixed this very 
Idea to the Word Slaves in the VERY 


* PASSAGE, nay, in the VER & Sentence, 
© out of which I quoted this famous Ajjer! 101 


© about the Example of Chriſt, and indeed 
his Argument made it neceſſary he ſhowd do 


%, p. 10. I reply, 

Firſt, Name the Place, if you can, where 
the Biſhop denies that the Idea of bought 
and ſold belongs to Slaves. His Lordſhip 
indeed fays, that zz this particular Aſſertion 
he did never pecu'zarly annex that Idea; 
that he conſidered them (not as borght and 
ſold) but as the moſt low aad helpleſs part 
of Mankind Here; but he never denies the 
Idea of bought and ſold to belong to them. 


The Slaves he ſpeaks of, were bought and 


fold, and were by their ordinary and con- 
{tant Condition of Life, the Ie and 19/7 
oppreſſed Part of Mankind. In relation to 
this Notion of them, he thought the Ex- 
ample of our Lord's Sufferings much more 
peculiarly fit to be urged to them, than to 
Swbjetts, who by their ordinary State and 
_ Circumſtances are not in a ſuffering Con- 


dition. 2. That which led you into this, 


was your not taking Notice of that Word, 
ALONE '' in p. 15, of the Biſhop's eAz- 
ſwer, where He blames you for * putting 


in Another Idea ALONE, inthe ſtead | 


of that which you left out. The Word 
Slaves, uſed by His Lordſhip, — 
” / 
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ly carries the Notion both of Bought and 
Sold, and, of the moſt low and helpleſs part 
of Mankind : But the eAſſertion it ſeif con- 
ſiders it only under this latter Notion. You 
have quite left out this 44%, and put in the 


former, Alane, in its ſtead; and then you 
\ contend zealoully that his Lordſhip mu do 
ſo too. 3. The Biſhop made Two Obſerva- 


tion, from the Propoſition then in Agitation. 
In the former of theſe it is, that the Idea of 
Lought and ſold is annexed to Slaves. In the 
Second of theſe Obſervations is the Aſertion 
no diſputed. The fame Perſons are ſpoke 
of in Both, viz. Slaves; or, ſince the Dean 
loves That Idea moſt, Perſons bought and 


* /old in Markets, Now Wherein lies the 
' Abſurdity, that in Two di/tinct Obſervations 
made in relation to the fame Perſons, Two 


ſeveral Notions ſhou'd be peculiarly applied ? 


The Idea of the Loweſt and moſt Helpleſs 
part of Mankind, belongs to the ſame Per- 
! ſons properly, that, bought and ſold in Mar- 
$ kets, does: But then why can't the oe Idea 
be peculiarly under Conſideration, Without 
taking in the Other, notwithſtanding that 
they are both united in the fame Perſons ? 
4. His Lordſhip ſtrictly ſpeaks of the ſame 


Perſons, ſuch as are bought and ſold, 1. e. 


Slaves, in both Obſervations ; comprehend- 
ing in that Term ſuch too as are bern of 
Slaves, or are taken Captive. I muſt here 
2 obſerve, That you might with equal Juſtice 


have 
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have inſiſted on either of theſe Ideas, as 
well as on the firſt alone, had you not been 
ſenſible that This particular one might b 

Management be made to appear mo 

Shocking, tho? it be no more included in the 
Word, Slaves, than either of the Other 
two. 5. Sc. Peter's Directions were given 


to ſuch as were bought and fold, and he 
urges the Example of Chriſt's Sutteriags to 


{ſuch : And indeed the Example is peculiar- 
ly fit for ſuch, becauſe they are the loweſt 
and moſt helpleſs Part of Mankind. Chriſt 
was pleas'd to condeſcend ſo far as to perſo- 
nate them, and the Apoſtles allude to their 
Condition, in repreſenting his loweſt State; 
and in Reality he did ſubmit himſelf to do 


ſuch ſervile Offices voluntarily, and to bear 
ſuch Sufterings, as They out of Duty and 
Neceſſity are obliged to do and ſutter. In this 
Method of Reaſoning, the ſame Idea is kept 
to each Term of theſe Propoſitions, and the 


Argument is conſiſtent. However, You have 
thought fit to repreſent this Argument thus, 
St. Peter did urge the Example of Chriſt 
« particularly to Slaves, properly ſo call'd, 
* becauſe the Example of Chriſt, tho“ not fe- 
* cultarly fit for Slaves properly ſo calÞd, 
« yet is peculiarly fit for ſomething elſe?, 
J. 11. Had you ſaid, Ile ego qui quondam, 
it had been juſt as much to the purpoſe. 
St. Peter's Directions were given to Perſons 
ſold in Markets, and the Example was pe- 

cultarly 
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culiarly fit for Perſons ſo bought and fold, 
becauſe the ordinary Condition of the Per- 
ſons ſo bought and fold, was ſuch, as the 
Example of our Saviour might be particu- 
larly uſeful to, in teaching them ſilently and 
quietly to ſubmit to the hard Uſage of cruel 
and unjuſt Maſters. Is here any Change 


of Ideas in the Word, Slaves? Or what 


Abſurdity is there in this Method of Rea- 
ſoning? His Lordſhip conſtantly ſpeaks a- 
bout the ſame Sort of Perſons, viz. ſuch as 
are bougat and fold, the loweſt and moſt 
oppreſſed Part of Mankind. You tell us 
that He ſpeaks of ſomething elſe than Slaves, 
by urging the Argument in the manner he 
has; and you repreſent him as if his Ar- 


gument were, The Example of Chriſt ig zot 
1 | 6: prog. fit for Slaves properly ſo calPd, 


ut is peculiarly fit for SOMETHING elſe, 


+ You muſt ſuppoſe now that the Perſons 
1 bought and ſold, i. e. Slaves, and Perſons that 


are the moſt oppreſſed and helplets by their 
Condition, i. e. Slaves, are quite different 
Perſons; the One to be Slaves, properly 
ſo call'd, the Other not to be ſo in St. Pe- 
ter's times, which is of too much Im- 
portance to take for granted here: Eſpe- 
cially ſince *tis Fact that Slaves were then 
bought and fold, and were then the 
loweſt of Mankind by their very Condi- 
tion; and therefore the fame Perſons muſt 
be meant uader which ſoever Notion they 
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were peculiarly conſidered. Laſtly; You 
ſeem in this Paſſage cited from the Biſhop, 
(T. 11. of your laſt Piece,) viz. * It is as 
© literally true that the Word Slave with this 
© 1:;ea | bought and fold] peculiarly annexed 
© to it, is not one of the Terms of my eAfſer- 
© tion about the Example of Chriſt', to have 
overlook'd the particular Words which de- 
termine the meaning of the Sentence; Whe- 
ther wilfully or not, I leave to your ſelf: 1 
mean thoſe Words, © peculiarly annexed ?. 
The Sentence had made ſome little tor you, 
had it not been for thoſe Terms; and the 
Biſhop had ſaid what you waxt him to 
have ſaid, that this Idea [viz. bought and 
ſold] 7s dt one of the Terms, &c. And 
Then indeed you had had an Handle given 
you to imagine an Inconſiſtency; And ſome * 
Grounds for your Latin Wit, and tor thoſe 
Flowers which are ſcattered fo thick, as to 
{hew the Hand that ſtrews them. But 
thoſe Two Words [ © peculiarly aunexed?*} 
are too important to be overlook d by any 
One but him, who cou'd ſpend almoſt four 
Pages in confuting a Sentence, but took no 
Notice of the o Terms which fixed the 
Meaning of it. This is the Firſt Fact up- 
on which You have put the Mer:ts of the 
Cauſe ;, and the Reader is deſired to take N-. 
tice, THIS IS Your DEFENCE. 
The O:her Fact to be diſcuſs'd, is; His! 
Lordſhip affirms that the Loweſt and _ a 
elp- 
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helpleſs Part of Mankind was hs Notion o 
the Word Slave, at the very time he made 
the Aſſertion about the Example of Cl rift, 
i. e. it was his Notion when he wrote againſt 
Dy. A. and not only fo, but that it was con- 
ſtantly his Notion, p. 14. This being what 
you ſay his Lordſhip affirms, You fübjom, 


in a very remarkable manner, theſe Words: 


In Anſwer to this I do affirm, that this 
* Notion never appeared, mor are there any 
© traces of it to be found in his Anſwer t9 
Dr. A. but it is fince invented, and firſt 


© appeared in his Charge of Calumny ?, ibid. 
I reply, Fo | 


. Firſt, This Method looks like bearing a 
Man down, and ſhou'd, methinks, be 


founded upon ſome very clear Evidence. 
But you have thought fit to produce none 
for your Aſſertion; nor have you told us 
by what Arts you diſcover'd that his Lord- 
| ſhip had not this Nation eight Years ago? 


2, If you mean that the Words, © the Low- 
* eft and moſt helpleſs Part of Mankind“, 
are not expreſly annexed to the Word, Slaves, 
as thoſe others, bought and ſold', are in 


the eAnſwer to Dr. A., it may, for what I 


know, be true. But then the Notion it 


ſelf (And 'tis the Notion which you ſay ne- 
ver appear'd, not the Words) is repeated 
. Rotten enough in that eAzſwer, and ſo ſtrong- 
ly, that every body that can fee but to the 


Diſtance of TWO Propofitions, may per- 
g - celve 
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ceive it. For what is it, to be the © Loweſt 
and molt helpleſs Part of Mankind'; if 
it be not ſo, to be forc'd to ſubmit to the 
abſolute Power of thoſe who bought them 
in Markets, or took them Captive? 3. The 
Yoke of Servitude properly fo call'd, and 


the Occaſional frequent Intimations of the 
Duty of Slaves ſilently to bear ill Uſage from 


their Maſters; and the mention of depref- 


ſing of Subjects into the Condition of Slaves, 


and in ſhort the Foundation of all that is 


ſaid there, is laid upon this, that Slaves 


have none, or but very few and very ſmall 
Rights, and Subjects have many and great 
ones. Slaves therefore are all along conſi- 
dered in that Controverſy as the moſt op- 


preſſed, as the loweſt, as the moſt Helpleſs 
part of their Species. Nay, the very No- 


tion of their being taken Captives, and ha- 


ving forfeited their Lives, or their 71 a 
bought for the Service of an abſolute Lord, 


implies in it the Notion of their being moſt 
low in their ordinary Condition. hence 


then is it that you affirm fo dogmatically, 


that there are not any Traces of this Notion 


to be found in the Original Diſpute ? 4. His 


Lordſhip has actually quoted Si Places out 


of the Original Paſſage, which every one! 
imply and /peak of, by your own Confeſſion, 


e lo Eſtate of Chriſt, in reſpe&t of which\ 
he was (omprered unto « Slave, p. 16. Take 


now any one of Thoſe Paſſages; THIS _ x 


J 
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Inſtance, © He is ſaid with reſpect to his 
<LOWEST AND MOST MISE- 
*RABLE CONDITION to have taken 
© on him their FORM, i. e. of a Slave), 
and let us ſee if there be 29 Traces of this 
Notion of Slaves to be found in it. If Chriſt 
was ſaid to be in the Form of a Slave (ava) 


with reſpect to his Loweſt and moſt miſe- 


rable Condition, then Slaves muſt be in a 
19! Low and miſerable Condition, and ſo 
much muſt neceſſarily be implied as the State 
of Slaves. If a Man with reſpect to his ge- 
nerous plentiful way of Living, ſhou'd be 
ſaid to be in the Form of a Nebleman, or 
ſhou'd be compared to a Nobleman, would 


there be no Traces found in ſuch an Expreſ- 


ſion, that Noblemen lived generouſly and 
plentifully ? Try it again in any Inſtance 
you pleaſe ; for nothing but the too great 
Plaineſs of the thing can make you over- 
look it. When any Man's low Eſtate is 
compared to the low Eſtate of another, or 
chile in Alluſion to that of another, That 
Others Eſtate and Condition muſt be /oww. 
Our Saviour's Loweſt and moſt miſerable 
Condition therefore being compared to that 
of Slaves in the Original Diſpute ; This No- 
tion, that Slaves were in a low and miſerable 
Condition, was in the Original Diſpute. Try it, 


Sir, ten thouſand ways if you pleaſe, and it 


will always be true, that if you deſcribe a- 
ny ones Eſtate and Condition in Alluſion to 
SN RE the 


being taken out of the Charge of Calumny, 
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the Circumſtances of another, That Other 
muſt be in the Circumſtances deſcribed. 

All this, how plain ſoever it may be, 1s 
anſwered by one ſtroke of your Pen; © Theſe 
* Paſſages (that is, the Six which his Lord. 
{hip produced, to {hew that he did make 
Uſe of, and annex to the Word Slaves the 


Notion of Loweſt and moſt helpleſs in the 


Original Diſpute,) © Theſe are nothing to 
* the Purpoſe?, p. 16. If the Reader ſhowd 
be ſo curious as to ask You, Why are they 
nothing to the Purpoſe, I ſuppoſe he mult 
be ſent to the Latin Sentence at the cloſe of 
your V:ndication, &c.* Edepol næ meam—eſſe 
* operam deputat parvi preci*. Or, (if an 
Exgliſh one will ſerve him better,) to your 


 Auſwer to a Letter, p. 51. I am not at ſuch 


4 Loſs to employ my Time, as to be willing 
to attend upon every Call of this Nature. 

Theſe Six Paſſages being thus in half a 
Line anſwered, You proceed to a Seventh, 
* which, you Own, p. 16. is very Much to 
* his Loraſbip's Purpoſe?; But then to make 
amends you add, * the Misfortane is, that 
© there is not one Word of it in the Original 
© Paſſage*. And, pray, who ever ſaid or 
thought it was there ? Your Fingers ſeem'd 
to itch to make this a falſe Quotation, and 
you have gone the utmoſt Length you cou'd, 
to make it look like one; nay, you have 
invented this as a Reaſon for the Quotation 


and ; 


© 


and not out of the Original Diſpute. I an- 
{wer, „ 
Firſt ; You your ſelf cannot deny but that 
his Lordſhip's Words are capable of a very 
fair juſt Senſe, conſiſtent with all the Ho- 
neſty poſſible. You dare not deny this; and 
Ince you have repreſented this Matter in 
the manner you have, I inſiſt upon it that 
you ſay expreſly, whether they are not in 
zuit Conſtruction of Language cons; ext 
wich the plaineſt dealing. If they be capa- 
Lie of this, as I aver they are, then what 
Arts are theſe, thus to abuſe his Lordſhip, 
and to ſpend whole Pages in diſplaying your 
own Fancy and Wiſh, as if his Lordſhip 
were really concern'd. This Piece of —, 
I can ſcarce forbear giving it its proper Name, 
is ſpread thro' and takes up the 15th, the 
156th, the 17th, and part of the 18th Page. 
| 2aly, The Caſe is this; his Lordſhip refers 
10 f. 10, 11, 12, 13. of his Charge of Ca- f 
lumny for ſeveral Paſſages (the S7x I have 1 
| juſt been mentioning) as taken out of the ; 


Original Diſpute, to ſhew what Notion he 
had peculiarly annexed to the Word Slaves 
in His Ass ERTION in that Controverſy. 

As ſoon as theſe were cited, He goes on 
| 3 thus, * Aﬀeer this, I add, p. 13. as one of 
\ |} © 7he Foundations of what I HAD ſaid), 
„(not HA x, as You have injuriouſly cited 
it, changing a Word by which the Biſhop 
„ had plainly diſtinguiſhed this Citation from 
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"Thoſe out of the Original Controverſy.) 1 
appeal here to any Man whether or no his 
citing a ſecond time, [. 17”. ] as he did, 
and introducing this 7th, ſo differently from 
all the reſt, be not ſufficient to denote ſome 


Diſtinction to the Reader; and Whether if 


he had deſign'd That artful impoſing upon 
the Reader, he ſhou'd not have left out quite 
thoſe Words, After this, p. 13. He? 3diy, 
What is the meaning of the Word Tarts, 
« After THIS I ada, p. 1}. Its plain it re- 
lates to the Word Quotation, juſt mentioned 
before the Six Sentences: And then, when 
fill'd up, 'tis thus, After This Quotation I 
© add, &c?. and this is the true natural Con- 
{ſtruction of the Words. 4thly, Suppoſing 
this Seventh Paſlage to be full ts the Purpoſe, 
as you own it is; If you had meant to de- 
fend your ſelf, and not to write with other 
Views, why did you not ſhew this Sentence 
to be inconſiſtent with the Other Six? If it 


be conſiſtent, his Lordſhip had a Right to a 


make Uſe of it for the Explication of his 


Words. 5thhy. I leave the Reader to judge 
which is the probableſt Reaſon of his Lord- 
{ſhip's referring to the Charge of Calumny, 
and not to the Original Diſpute ; whether 
it were, that the Charge of Calumny was 
freſh in every bodies Hands, and the Origi- 
nal Book not ſo : That the Charge of Ca- 
lumny was much more diſperꝰd than the Aa. 
{wer to Dr. A.; and conſequently if his LOW | 
ſhip 
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ſhip had thoſe poor narrow Views which 
you impute to him, Whether common Senſe 
wou'd nor have dickated to him to have 
ated quite differently from what he did ? 
Or whether it were to /a//;ate an Aſſertion, 
which no Man that underſtands the plaineſt 
Language can think that it ſtands in need 
of. Do you, Sir, now account for this your 
Conduct if you can; and look back with 
Pleaſure upon your groundleſs injurious 
Miſrepreſentations, Hard Reflections, and 
Poetical Scraps ; and judge, who will be 
defenceleſs, and who will write without an 
Adverſary, when Once it comes to be low 
and tedious to anſwer Books by Reaſon, and 
you are forc'd to fly to Abuſe, and ſuch Arts 
as not only Chriſtianity, but the Law of Na- 
ture wou'd teach Men to abhor. 

In the Proſecution of the Argument, 
which relates to what Idea was annexed to 
the Word Slaves in this ASSERTION. 
You ask, P. 17. © bow came he [the Biſhop, ] 
* when he went thro Pages 10, 11, 12, 13. 
to Pick up every thing to his purpoſe, 
* How came he to overlook the only Paſſage 
© that is to the purpoſe, when it ſtared him 
full in the Face? For, in p. 11. Slaves are 
© deſcribed-= as bought with Money for the 
Service of their Maſters'*® I anſwer to 
this Queſtion, 

F:rjt, That to aſſert Slaves to be the Jow- 
eft and moſt helpleſs part of Mankind, is 

K very 
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very conſiſtent with aſſerting them to be 
bought with Money for the Service of their 
AMaſters. Nor do I know of any One who 
does not ALWAYS look upon Slaves in 
general, in their ordinary and conſtant Con- 
dition of Life, to be in the Loweſ, and moſt 
helpleſs State. Sometimes indeed a Man 
may conlider o this Oze Circumſtance of 
theſe Low and Heipleſs Men, that they are 
bought with Money tor the Service of ab- 
ſolute Maſters : At other times he may o- 
mit that Circumſtance, and conſider them 
as in a molt pitiabie and oppreſſed Condi- 
tion: And this, juſt as the Nature of his 
Diſcourſe leads him. But he that thinks of 
Slavery in general properly ſo calld, Al- 
WAYS mult look upon it as the loweſ# and © 
moſt helpleſs Condition of buman Life. 2. 
Your Queſtion is founded upon this tunda- 
mental Miſtake, which runs thro' a great 
Part of your Book, and which I have ak 
ready ſpoken to, viz, That Hrs Lord(hip 
owns that his eAllertion does appear Shock- 
ing, if the Idea of bought and fold does le- 
lang to the Term Slaves. Now his Lordſhip 
no where owns tlits; but on the contrary : 
owns that you have made it appear Shock- 
ing, by putting iu that Idea ALONE, and 
leaviag out another of his, which lie H 
join'd iu this Ajſeition to the Word Slaves. 
3. Therefore if he had cited what You } 
wou'd have had him cite, it wou'd ove | 

cen 


N 
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been impertinent. His Citations were to 
prove that he had conſidered Slaves as the 
loweſt Part of Mankind, and that 7x the 
Ajertion he had peculiarly annexed That 
Idea to that Word. You ask therefore, 
why he did zot cite other Paſſages, which 
do not relate to That Aſſertion. Riſum tene- 
atis? 

But as J aſſert that theſe Notions, Laugh. 
and ſolu, and Loweſt and Helpleſs, are very 
conliftent, and very juſtly made Uſe of by 
his Lordſhip, and that in the Original Dit- 
pute the Traces of the latter Notion are 
actually found; You on the contrary affirm, 
not only that this is act there, but that it 
is not for his Lordſhip”s Purpoſe, p. 18. For 
this, Two Reaſons are urg'd, /. That 7t 
cout radicts St. Peter's Notion, who makes 
a Diſtiuction between Slaves— $9 that to 
make all Slaves alike in virtue of their con- 
ſtant Condition overthrows, the very Foun- 
dation on which the eApoliles Doctrine is 
built, p. 19. 2dly, "Twas never true in Fatt, 
that Saves were iu virtue of their conſtant 
Condition the loweſt and moſt Helpleſs fort 
of Maitkinc.-- Jou way find them--ofien at the 
Head of Affairs zz Kingdoms, E5c. 7617. 
Ihe Hit of thele Objections, in Form, 
is; St. Peter repreſents ſome Slaves as un- 
der good Maſters, Therefore the common 
ordinary Condition of Slaves in general is 
not the moit miſerable Condition. The 
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Second is; Some Slaves were at the Head 
of Affairs in Kingdoms, Therefore Slaves 


are not the moſt helpleſs and loweſt part of 
Mankind. An Argument fo concluſive, 


that I congratulate you upon the Diſcovery | 


The Concluſion wants ſome Proof that will 
bear the Teſt in Ezg/if} ; and you decently 
cover it with Greek. Twou'd be a mighty 
Comfort, no doubt, and what wou'd take 
off the Edge of Sufferings, and prove Sla- 
very not to be a miſerable Condition, to 
be told that ſome Slaves were Secretaries of 
State, This wou'd alter wonderfully the 
ordinary Condition, and make the Suffe- 
rers who were bought and fold in Markets 
like Horſes, not to be the loweſt and moſt 
helplets parc of Mankind. But you will 
{ay that you argue againſt the Word con- 
ſtaut, perhaps: But this is an Evaſion too 


low even for you. For if an hundred thou- 


ſand Men were as miſerable as Slavery 
cou'd make them, to Oze that was made a 
Prime Miniſter of State; I think it juſt to 
lay, that the co//aut Condition of Slaves 
was a very low and very helpleſs one. Be- 
{ides, You cauꝰd not but know, that by con- 
ſtant, is meant, as elſewhere 'tis expreſs'd, 
the common ordinary Condition of Slaves, 
After all, how ridiculous is all this; ſince 
Slaves mult ceaſe to be Slaves, when they 
come to be at the Head of Aﬀairs. Or if 
you will ſay that they were Slaves (till, 'tis 


juſt 


—__ p TLC EE. TER: 


to Freemen- born. 


. 


juſt as if you ſhould argue, that Beggars 


enerally ſpeaking are not poor, becauſe 


tis known that ſome Beggars have left be- 
! hind them great Eſtates. 


And now, What are theſe Greek Sayings 


that are to ſupport the Cauſe of Slavery? 

Why, *Tis better to live under a good. na- 
| tured Maſter, than to be free, and to live 
| milerably and wretchedly. The Other is, 


Toat many [Slaves] who have run away from 
their Maſters, and thus] at Liberty, have 


i returnd to their former Condition. Tis in 


the Original Us 7h» adi, ed, to the ſame 
Manger; An Expreſſion, I think, that re- 


{preſents the ordinary Condition of Slaves, 


not to differ much from that of Beafts, how 


well ſoever ſome might live; and which, if 
You had thought fit to tranſlate it, wou'd 


hardly have much recommended That State 


But how do*theſe Sentences prove the 


common ordinary Condition of theſe un- 
happy Wretches not to be low and helpleſs, 
1 nay, not to be the loweſt and moſt helpleſs? 
I am ſorry to find a Man of your Abiliries 
even defending Slavery it ſef, out of an 
extreme Oppoſition to the B. of Bangor. 
And becauſe it happen'd that ſome of them 
2 were extraordinary Perſons, and extraordi- 
narily made Uſe of, a Concluſion is drawn, 
Therefore their conſtaut and or.inary Con- 
dition was not the loweſt and moſt belpleſs. 


You 


6389 
You now come to recapitulate what you 
have ſaid; and give me leave to follow you 
herein. You begin, Firſt, © at his Lord. 
© (hip owns that his Aſſert:on does appear 
Shocking, if the Idea of bought and fold, 
Kc. does belong to the Term, Slaves, p. 20. 
In Oppoſition to this, I have ſhewn that 
his Lordſhip ewrzs no ſuch thing; That 
what he 9wn:, is, that you * have made his 
© eAjert;on appear Shocking by leaving aut 
* the particular Idea under which he aiways 
© conftdered Slaves, in THAT ASS ER“ 
*TION; aud by putting in another 14ea, 
©ALONE, i its ſtead, which he nevert | 
© made uſe of for THIS Parpoſe*. Theſe 
are his Lordſhip's Words, . 15. and his 
"Acknowledgment is ſo very different from 
your Repreſentation of it, that he alone can 
Jee the Agreement, Who wyhes heartily | 
that his Lordſhip had 9wrd it. This is 
the alone Foundation of all that you have 
faid co fp. 20; and as this is either glaring] 
Miſtake, or glaring wilful Miſrepreſenta- 
tion, I leave the impartial Reader to deter- 
mine which he thinks moſt likely. 
Your ſecond Step, is; * I have ſhews Ve. 
ond denial that this Idea | bought and 
c fold} does and muſt belong to it : That his} 
s Lordſhip not only ONCE, as he ſays, de- 
© [cribed Slaves in this manner, bit often in} 
© this manner, aud never in any other, inthe! 


© Orginal Diſpute®, p. 20» | 
| On? 
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On the contrary, I have ſhewn beyond 
denial, that in every one of the Paſſages 


. | which you have produced, the Biſhop has 


exprelly mention'd, (tho' you take not a 


Word of Notice of it,) his ASSER- 
ITION)?, excepting in one; and that one, 
by the Connexion with what precedes, is 


nat | as exprelly confined to the Afertion now in 


Diipute. Thar his Lordſhip no where de- 
nics that the Idea of, bought and fold, does 
beiong to Slaves, but affirms that he has 
not ONCE feculiarly annex'd that Notion 
to that Term in this Aſſertion. That he 
peculiarly conſidered, and peculiarly annexed 
the Notion of the Lowejt and moſi helpleſs, 


to the Term Slaves in this 44S S E R- 


TION; and 'twas very reaſonable and 


= juſt ſo to do: For as the Notion of bought 


and ſola, and the Notion of Lowe/# and 


is Moſt leipleſs, are very conſiſtent together; 


7 ſometimes the One, and ſometimes the 
Other might be peculiarly under Conſide- 
ration, according to the Nature of the Sub- 


ject. , 
Your Third Step is; I have ſhewn that 


the Idea of Slaves which his Lordſhip ſays 
he conſtantly mage choice of in ſpeaking of 
the Example of Chrift, aud which he ſays 


« was plainly laid down at the very time of 


making bis Aſſertion, 7s not once t9 be 


e fauna iu the Original Diſpute; and that the 


* only Paſſage quoted by his Lerdſhip which 
Pas 
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© has this Idea in it,— is firſt to tie found in | 
the Charge of Calumny , ibid. | 

In Oppoſition to this, I have evidently} - 
proved, That this Notion 7s contain'd in 
the Oyiginal Diſpute, as clearly as any thing 
can be expreſs'd ; and Conſtantly made choice 
of in this ASSERTION, That his 
Lordſhip has fairly, (and not, as you have 
difingenuouſly inſinuated, impoſing on your 
Reader,) cited That Inſtance fro m the Charge 
of Calumny, That the Six Pa ſages quoted 
by his Lordſhip are full to the Purpoſe, and 
contain the Notion which he ſays he pe- 
_ culiarly annexed to Slaves in the Aſſer- 
tion. 

And Now Tl follow yotur Example fo! 
far as to bid the Reader again in your 
Words, Take Notice, THis Is Your. 
DEFENCE, F. 20. Which being founded, 
firſt on an egregious M/take , (to ſpeak the 
moſt favourably ;} and the:n conſiſting of 
two Miſrepreſentations of #199 plain Facts ;) 
it, no doubt, mult be a very Hongurable, 
and very juſt one. 
II. The next Point is, to conſider how 

his Lordſhip exdeavours to clear his whole 
Ajertion from having any i thing in it offen- 
ſive to a Coriſtian. Ther e was, I think, 
but one Way for his Lord ſhip to take, in 
order to find out the Slvwockingneſs of his 
Aſſertion; and that was,, to conſider how 
Jou, who firſt invented the Charge, and 
pub- 
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publiſhed it as what wou'd make the Ears 
of a Chriftian tingle, wowd prove it. He 


Was to expect from Ju the Senſe in which 


it was Shocking, and that % wou'd point 
out the Particulars which made it fo. Ac- 


cordingly in the Examination of your Vin- 
: dication, &c, he found that ſometimes you 
fix the Shock ingneſs upon the Word, Slaves, 


and at other times you place it upon, the 


1 peculiar Fitneſs of Chriſi's Example, His 
$ Lordſhip tollows you in bh theſe Particu- 


lars, and ſhews that neither in the One nor 
the Other, is any ſuch Indignity offered un- 
to Chriſt, as wou'd make the Ears of a 
Chriſtian to tinele: Nay, he has ſhewn, 


that let the Shockingneſs conſiſt in which of 
2 theſe you pleaſe, You your ſelf, after all 
your Zeal againſt him, are guilty of offer- 
ing the very ſame Indignity. All the An- 
ſwer to this from you, lies in theſe ſignifi- 
cant Words — His Loraſbip, I think is 
Hardy ſerious — All that I can ſay in 
this Caſe, is, to promiſe his Lordſhip ne- 


© ver to auſwer ſuch Arguments? p. 21. The 
Truth is, 'tis Prudence in you to deſpiſe 
What you cannot anſwer. 

But then you tell us, that Þzs Lo-aſhif”s 


Strength in this Caſe (v:2. in regard to the 


Shockingneſs of the Aſſertion,) ies in mit- 


repreſenting 291 on You, but an Author 


who appear d with an early Concern in his 


behalf. To judge of this the better, we 
| F mult 
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muſt look back to your Condition and Ex- 
ample, &c. p. 51. That Author ſtated the 
Caſe, as you your ſelf have cited him, in 
thoſe Words. This is not the Queſtion— 
. e. whether the Example of Chriſt be 
« fit for all) But this — Whether in This 
(hafter of St. Peter, the Example of our | 
* Lord Chriſt be Mok E naturally and pro- 
* perly urged ufon, and applied to the Peo- 
6 ple mentioned in p. 13. who are Subjects, 
© or to thoſe mentioned p. 18. who are Slaves 
or Servants '. Upon this State of the Que- | 
ſi.on, you add, © he ſays very FUST LT, 
© That which ever way it be determined, uc 


© bodies Ears need to tingle at it. His 


Lordſhip now forms this Unarſwerable Ar- 
gument ufon Tour own CONCESSION, * 
p. 94. If to ſay that St. Peter does MORE 
naturally and properly arge Chrifi*s Ex- 
ample i pon Slaves than upon Subjects need 
« not make any Chriſtian's Ears tingle ; then 
« certainly To ſay that Chriſt's Becample 7s | 
« Mok E peculiarly FrT TO BE @rged up- 
« on Slaves than upon Subjects, need not | 
© to have any ſuch Effectꝰ. This Argument 
was unanſwerable by vou; and therefore 
now you tell the World of 4 little Ambiguity 
in the Words, properly urged *, which his 
Lordſhip has ſerv'd himſelf of, p. 21. 1 
muſt own I cannot perceive the Difference 
as to Shockingneſs betwixt theſe Two Forms 
of Expreſſion, St. Peter did more * b 
and 


6430 
and erg in urging: And, i, more 
naturally and properly urged by St. Peter. 
But let us allow that there is a Diſtinct ion 
to be made betwixt them, You now tell us, 
that all that you conſented to, was, that 
St. Peter, properly applied the Example of 


* Chrif to Slaves, but that you did not con- 
| ſent, That it is more properly /o applied, 


than if he had afplied it to Subjects, P. 22. 


and then you complain that the Biſhop has 


uot only miſrepreſented you ; but his zealous 
Friend too. Now, 

1. You own the State of the Queſtion, 
as made by that Gentleman, to have been, 
* Whether this Example be more properly 
* urged to Subjects, or to— Slaves? : And 


you determine upon this, that, which way 
ever this be determined, tis not Shocking. 
Then, fays his Lordſhip, upon this Coxceſ- 
ion, tis not ſhocking to ſay, this Exumple 
2 7s more properly urged to Slaves than to 
= Subjects, 


I think it fo impoſſible to make 
any thing look like Miſrepreſentation here, 
that I muſt deſpair of ever ſecing a juſt 
Concluſion, if this be not ſo. *Tis an Uf- 


eue Way of ſpeaking, you tell us in 


your preſent Book, p. 22. to ſay —, The 
* Example is more properly applied to Slaves 
by St. Peter, than if he had applied it to 
Subjects'. In your 14% Book, you ſay, 
'tis Inoffenfive, which way ſoever you deter- 
mine this Caſe, * Whether in this Chapter 

yy « the 
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the Example be Mo RE naturally and 
© properly applied to Subjects, or Slaves“. 
The Biſhop determines now this Caſe, and 
aſſerts it more properly applied to Slayes 


than Subjects; and then, immediately, That 
which you declared Inoffenſive, grows Of | 
fenſive. 2. Thrice was the Queſtion ſtated * 


by that Gentleman, and thrice by you 
cited, Whether this Example was MORE 
properly zrged, &c. and now, truly, all 
you meant to conſent to, was This, That 
it Was properly applied : And not that it 
was More PROPERLY. It this was 
really all you meant, you ſerv'd this Gen- 
tleman as you have ſerv'd his Lordſhip 
more than once, . e. You overlooked the 


Priuciſ al Word in the Aﬀertion. 3. As to 


the S,ockingueſs of it, what is the diffe- 


rence betwixt ſay ing with you, the Ex- 


ik 4 Th ,} p_ — px 


_ fy 


ample of Chriſt is properly urg'd to Slaves, 


which is your own Aſſertion; and, It is 
more properly urged to Slaves than Subjects, 
which you declare to be an Offenſive way 
of ſpeaking 9 Either therefore acquit his 
Lordihip, or condemn your ſelf ; which, 
Sir, you pleaſe ; for @ © refrattory perverſe 
* Chriſtian”, p. 33. will abuſe the One as 


much as he can the Other. 


I do not perceive, but that all this Outcry, 
and theſe terrible Apprehenſions ariſe in you 
from the / Uſe which a REFRACTORY 
PEr.vEkSE Chriſtian may make of this Aſ- 
4 e ſertion; 


* L 
, 
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ſertion ; and not from any miſchievous EE. 
fects it is likely to have upon a conſcientious 
good one. An il Man may give it an un- 
lucky Turn, and per vert it contrary to the 


Deſign of his Lordſhip: But can't an ill 
Man give an ill Turn to your own Conceſ- 
ſion here, and ſerve his ill Purpoſes as well 


by ferverting your Aſſertion, as the Bi- 
ſhops. Beſides, if it be juſt to raiſe a Cla- 
mour, and run down a Man's Reputation, 
becauſe he has aſſerted, What a RErrac- 
TORY PERVERSE Chriſtian may apply, 
fo ill Purpoſes, p. 32. I fear, the Sacred 
Writers themſelves will not eſcape the Con- 
ſequences of ſuch Arguments; but they 


muſt ſuffer too, and ſtand in this reſpect 
upon the level with the fraileſt Mortal. For 


What is it, That PER VERS E Chriſtians 
may not abuſe ? Or what Words is it poſſi- 


ble for Men to chooſe, which are not capa- 


ble of being ill applied, if once no regard 
be paid to Conſcience, Honour or Ho- 
gneſty ? | 
I cannot paſs from this, before I take 
Notice of what you aſſign for a Reaſon 
why you promiſe never to anſwer ſuch Ar- 
guments as his Lordſhip produced to ſhew 
that neither in the Word — nor in the 
Peculiar Fitneſs of the Example, was there 
Any thing Shocking. His Loreſbip, ſay 
you, ſometimes divides his Paragraphs in- 
to Propoſitions, ſomet/..es divides his Pro- 
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« poſitions into ſingle Words, making a Shew 
to defend by Piecemeal, what in the whole 
he finds to be indefenſible*, p. 21. 

Nou ſuppofing his Lordſhip to have done, 
what you repreſent him to have done ; that 
he has divided his Paragraphs into Proſo- 
ſitions, and ſometimes his Propoſitions into 
ſingle Words, (of which I find no Inftance | 
in the Place you refer your Reader to.) 

I wou'd fain know, if a more ſure and 
certain Deferice can be made of any Para- 
graph, than by dividing it into all its Pro- 
Fro to defend every particular one. 

very Whole is made up of its Parts; and 
if every Part be defended, how the whole 
can be indefenſible, ' is a Diſcovery reſerv'd 
for your great Genius. The Aſſertion in 
Diſpute, you ſay, is ſhocking. Tis but one 
Propoſition, as you have made it, viz, The 
Example of Chriſt is more peculiarly fat for 
Slaves than for Subjects. If therefore his 
Lordſhip has ſhewn that there is no One | 
Term in it (if underſtood as he wrote it) 
inconſiſtent with the Honour and Dignity | 
of our Saviour, then the whole muſt be de- 
fenſible. If the Significaffon of any Term 
be alter'd, *Tis he that alters it, that makes | 
the Propoſition ſbocking. If you therefore, | 
by altering the Conſtruction of the Aſſer. 
tion, have put in One Idea Alone, and have 
left out another quite, which was neceſſa- 
rily implied, or rather which was e | 
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ly annexed to the Term Slaves by his Lord. 
{hip, the ſhocking Propoſition is That of 
your own Making, and J% alone are re- 
ſponſible for it. I proceed next to what 
you call, : 
III. The Doctrine with which his Lord- 


; ſhip till maintains his Aſertion, and which 


you wou'd ſeem to oppoſe, P. 22. This Do- 
trine is repreſented by you thus, © Tho? His 
* Loraſhip owns that the Example of Chriſt 


© belongs to Subjects merely as Chriſtians— 


aud not as—Cconfigered in their political Ca- 
facity; yet he affirms—that the Example 
© of Chriſt belongs to Slaves, not conſidered 
* merely as Chriſtians ſuffering for Righte- 
* o:ſneſs, but as Slaves confidered in their 


2 * ©Slaviſh Capacity. When you have thus 
he  ftated this Doctrine, You produce this Paſ- 

ſage from his Lordſhip, as what will give 
is us his Se ſe in this Matter. Ia, car- 


© ried to it (i. e. the Aſſertion) becauſe I 


fund that the Apoſtles did propoſe it in 


© their Directions particularly applied to 
* Slaves, ſpoken to under that Character; 
* and did not prefoſe it in their Directions 
© fo Subjects expreſly ſpoken to as Subjects“. 


e, Anſ. p. 38. In Oppoſition to this You * at- 


* ſolutely deny that St. Peter ropoſes the 
Example of Chriſt to Slaves in ins mau- 


© zer *, i. e. as Slaves, P. 23. To all this, I 
anſwer, 


I. You 


, 
1. You have produced but one Part of 
his Lordſhip's Notion, and That the Jef, 
when you pretend here to give his Senſe of 
this Matter. And I cannot but obſerve, 
that his Lordſhip expreſly has told you of 
this Conduct upon this very Occaſion in his 
Anſwer to you. Thus, F. 17. He ſays, up- 
on your citing the Fr/# Support of his Aſ- 
ſertion Alone, (which is the Caſe here,) tliat 
your * Anſwer wo'd be good, were it not 
that T have never once put this as a Reaſon 
* by it ſelf for my Aſertion, but that I men- 
tion Four Points Ihe Second of which in 
« particular is abſolutely neceſſary to that 
© Argument of mine - and they both together 
* always go into it'. This His Lordſhip 
has Occaſion to repeat again elſewhere. 
And ſo here in the Place now in hand; 
That Sentence, which you ſay ggves us his 
Lordſhip Sexſe, gives us but half of it; and | 
you ſhou'd have added what immediately 
there follows, in the ſame Sentence, Aud 
E becauſe the Ordinary and Conſtant State 9 
* Servitude is a Poor Low Helpleſs Miſerable 
© Condrtion of Life in it felf *, &c. This, I 
ſay, in common juſtice you ought to have 
done, when you were told of it ſo plainly 
as you had been. 2. His Lordſhip's Argu- 
ment is, in his own Words, p. 30. * St. Pe- 
© ter exfreſly propsſes the Example of Chriſts N 
* Paſſrve Submiſſion to Slaves. Neither He, | 
6 97 any other Apoſtle propoſes it to Subjects, 
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* conſidered as Civil Subjects, in Order to 
ff « preſs Paſſi ve Submiſſion upon them, There- 
fore, That which the eAfof:les did in One 
* Caſe, and avoiaed to do in the Other, may 
„ reaſonably be ſuppoſed to be more adaptetto 
f that One than to that Other —?. That 
St. Peter's Directions belong to Slaves, 25 
Slaves, is evident, in that he exhorts them 
1 paſſively to ſubmit to Buffetings and Evil 
Treatment from froward Maſters; and the 
Example of Chriſt, who paſſively did ſub- 
mit, is propoſed to them ex/reſly. But no 
ſuch Directions being given to Subjects, no 
Command that they ſhou'd not redreſs 
a {themſelves by ſuch Methods as the Laws of 
the Land or Reaſon dictates to them, they 
are not obliged paſſively to ſubmit. 4. The 
purport of St. Peter's Argument, is; You 
Slaves, that have embraced Chriſtianity, 

muſt be in the ſame Subject ion to your Ma- 
nd ters (be they good or bad ones,) as you 

ere in before. Chriſtianity as it found 

d you Slaves, fo it leaves you Slaves, and gives 
Fou no Civil Rights or Privileges. If ye 
ble re beaten for Conſcience towards God, or 
or any thing elſe, take it patiently, and 
ubmir to it. Chriſtianity exempts you not 
rom Slavery, but gives you the greateſt 
omfort under it. For conſider your low 
t-- nd miſerable State, and conlider the Ex- 
/- > Þmple of Jeſus Chriſt, who even volunta- 
rily ſubmitted to "Hut Who when he 
was 


( 50) 
was reviled, reviled not again, E£9c. If St. 
Peter Or St. Paul, or any other Apoſtle, 
had urged upon Subjects the Duty of Sub- 
miſſion in the ſame manner, and had given 
the Example of Chriſt's Sufferings, as a 
Motive why they ſhou'd bear the Civil Ma- 
giſtrates Invaſion of their Rights, then 1n- 
deed what you ſay, had been juſt, vlg. 
That it is abſurd to imagine the Example of 
Chriſt to belong to Slaves as Slaves, and 
not to Subjects as Subjects. But then as 
the Difference is ſo viſible, that the Paſhve 
Submiſſion of our Lord is expreſly propos'd 
to the One, and not to the Other; it is 
reaſonably. to be concluded, that there is a 
Fitneſs in the Example of ſuch Submiſſion 
to the One more than to the Other. 5. You 
ask his Lordſhip, whether the Goſpel had cal- 
led them to be Slaves, or to ſuffer as Slaves 
F. 24. I anſwer : The Goſpel did not call, 
them to be Slaves, but called then being 
Slaves; and left them as it found them in 
reſpe& of their Temporal State, low and 
pityable as it was; and They that preach'd 
the Goſpel to them, preſſed the Duty of 
Submiſhon to them, notwithſtanding their 


Change of Religion; and to 3 
e 


them {till to go on in the State in which t 
Providence of God had call'd them, till they 
cou'd gain their Liberty, the Example of 
Chriſt's Paſſive Submiſſion is urged upon 


them, 6. You think that That Expreſſion 


Ol 
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of the Apoſtle, This is thank-worthy if a 
Man for Conſcience towards God endure 
Grief, a ſufficient Reaſon to prove that He 
ſpeaks only of ſuch Sufferings as the Goſpel 
had caliba them to: And conſequently that 
the Example cannot relate to them as Slaves, 
but as Chriſtians, But the Context of St. 
Peter ſhews that it muſt not be confined 
to them, as Chriſtians, or to their ſufferin 

on account of Chriſtianity. *Tis, F ye 45 


well, (eyaSomnivies) and ſuffer for it, v 20. 


and the Example of Chriſt, who did no Sin, 
(ze t uagiay 3x ming) 15 propoſed ro them, 
v. 22. and who yet ſuffered grievouſly. The 
Example you ſee is very juſt, when thus 
applied; as if it were ſaid, Do ye take 
Care to 49 well, for Chriſt did ns Sin, and 
*if ye ſuffer wrongfully from harſh and 
* froward Maſters, remember your Con- 
dition, and what Chriit ſuffer'd, who 
* when he was reviled, &c. Therefore 
* ſubmit to your unjuſt Maſters. But then 
if it relate to the particular Point of ſuffer- 
ing for, or on the account of Chriſtianity 
only, as you contend, then the Reaſoning 
of St. Peter mult be thus, * Chriſt did no 
Sin, and yet ſuffer'd; do ye therefore fol- 
© low his Example, and ſubmit to Maſters 
* abuſing you for the fake only of your Reli- 
gion'. I leave the Reader to judge if this 
anſwers to St. Peter's Words. But laſtly; 
To put an End to this, You contend het 
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the Example of Chriſt is froposd to them 
as Chriſtians ſuffering for Righteouſneſs Sake, 
On the other Hand I think it propos'd to them 
as Slaves, and either ſuffering for Righte- 
ouſne[s Sake, or, for their Faults, or, on any 
account wrongfully, For what ſoever they ſut- 
fer, the Example of Chriſt is fit and proper, 
and urg'd by the Apoſtle ſo, as to compre- 
hend all Caſes of their Suffering; and 'tis 
more peculiarly fit for them, becauſe their 
Ordinary Condition of Life was a miſerable, 
helpleſs, ſuffering Condition. It is fit for 
all who ſuffer, whether as Chriſtians, or 
in any other Reſpect. But 'tis peculiarly 
it tor ſuch as are always in a ſuffering State. 
When therefore you add, I wil be bold 
© to ſay that the Example of Chriſt is uo 

* more peculiarly fit for Slaves than for 
Men under the Gout or the Stone; Fit it 
* is for all who ſuffer in ſome Reſbect, — 
* but the peculiar and proper Application of 
_ © 2+ belongs only to Chriſtians ſuffering for 

* Righteouſneſs Sake? p. 25; When you 
add this, I fay, I cannot but reply, 

1. The Example of paſſive Submiſſion is 

only proper to Perſons who ſuffer. And con- 
ſequently the Example of Chriſt's Submiſſi- 
on 1s as peculiarly fit for Perſons labouring | 
under the Gout or Stone, as it is for Slaves. 
1. e. tis peculiarly fit for ſuch as are in a 
miſerable Condition, which the Condition 
of Slaves is, But then. 2. I cannot fay 


that 


. 


that the peculiar eApplication of Chriſt's 
Example beiongs ONLT to Chriſtians ſuf- 
fering for Righteouſneſs Sake. For *tis cer- 
tainly very proper for Perſons under azy 
Afflictions: Tis peculiarly jit for all ſuch 
as are in a low and miCrabla Condition, 
let it ariſe from Loſſes or any accidental 
Vieiſſitudes of Life. And fince we are 
upon the Shockingneſs of Propoſitions, Ple 
leave you to judge which of theſe Propo- 
ſitions a © refrattory perverſe Chriſtian ® 
can make the worlt Uſe of, 


© Thepeculiar aud] The Example of 
© proper Application | Chriſt is more peculi- 
© of Chriſt's Exam- | arly fit to be urged to 
ple belongs ONLY | Slaves, than to Sub- 
to Chriſtians ſuffer-| jets. 
ing for Righteouſ- 
neſs Sake. . 25. 
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For a Refractor) perverſe Chriſtian may 
apply your Aſſertion to i} Purpoſes, which 
I do not believe you thought of; and fay, 
If the Example of Chriſt belongs ONLY 
to Chriflians, ſuffering for Righteouſueſs 
Sake, I have no Concern in it; nor can 
it relate to me who ſuffer on other Ac- 
counts, by the Changes and Chances of the 
World. | 


In your next Paragraph you treat of the 


Cale of St. Paul, and impute to his Lord- 


{hip 


— 
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ſhip an Aſſertion, that He Kae © Wu 
Subject,“ Acts 16, 37 : and 22, 25. But his 
Lordſhip only ſaying * that he made a moni- 
« feſt Diſtinttion between himſelf” conſider d 
© a; a Chriſtian, and Himſelf: confiaer'd as a 
© Civil Subject, veſted with the Privileges 
© of a Citizen of Rome;” and never 
ONCE, I repeat it, never ONCE intima- 
ting what you lay to his Charge in the Place 
you cite, V/Z. f. 36, nor any Where elle 

that I know of; I paſs by this Peice of 

Juſtice, and proceed 

IV. To conſider what you object againſt 
this Reaſon of his Lordſhip's Aſſertion, 
© That the New-Teſiament itſelf repreſents 
© the Humiliation of Coriſt by the Condition of 

Slaves. To this you ought in common 
Equity to have added the immediately fol- 
lowing Words, viz. * the Loweſi and moſt 
« helpleſs Part of Mankind, and never once 
« by the low Eſiate or helpleſs Condition of 
Subject.“ 

You begin with this Aſſertion, His 
Loraſbip maintains, that the Way to aſ- 
certain the peculiar aud proper Ap- 
e plication of Chriſt's Example, is, not 
to conſider what he really and truly and 
properly was, but by conſidering what ts 
« ſaid of him by Way of Figure, Alluſion, 

_ © or Metaphor. * P. 26. 

I cannot but complain here, (you may ſay 
if you pleaſe tis for Scarcity of Argument,) | 

| that | 
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that not oe Page is cited, nor one Place re- 
fer'd to, where J may find this Aſſertion, 
maintain'd by his Lordſhip. The Way of 
finding the proper Application of our Lord's 
Example, ſeems to me to be, by conſidering 
to whom it is applied in Scripture, and for 
what tis in it ſelf applicable ; and not by 
conſidering barely what Metaphors are u- 
ſed: Nor has his Lordſhip fo much as 
Once ſaid any Thing like what you here fix 
upon him. His Argument is; The Exam- 
ple of Chriſt is actually preſſed upon Slaves 
properly ſo calld, in Scripture ; and *tis 
very fit in itſelf, eſpecially for the low 
and oppreſſed and helf leſs Part of Mankind: 
And to ſhew that it is peculiarly fit for them, 
his Humiliation is repreſented in Scripture 
by Words taken from the State of ſuch as 
were the lade and molt helpieſ of our 
Species. To this you ought to have ſaid 
ſomething ; but it was better fitted to con- 
found the Reader to ſpeak to ſomething elſe. 
So, tho' his Lordſhip had expreſly denied 
that our bleſſed Saviour was a Slave, (and 
you own it too that he had denied it P. 27,) 
yet you thought proper to give a long Ac- 
count of ſeveral Pages, to ſhew, as againſt 
the Biſhop that he was not a Slave. And 
now, becauſe this Conduct was complain'd 


of as agreat Miſtake or à great Injury, truly 


that Complaint was only to ſupply the Scar- 
city of eArgument. 


4 But 
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But really to oppoſe his Lordſhip now, 
and not to give Occaſion for freſh Complaint, 
you ſet out upon this agreed Principle, that 
our Saviour was not a Slave; And then, 
That his Lordſhip has elſewhere told us 
That Chriſt was no Ring of this World, 
From theſe two you infer, * that if there 
© was any Thing real in his Condition in this 
World, —he was really and truly a Subject. 
P. 27. *Tis agreed that he was a Subject: 
and *tis agreed that His Humiliation was 
repreſented by the Condition of Slaves, But 
then from this Place we begin again to meet 
with Difficulties in the Way, that I can- 
not ſo readily get over. The very next 
Words are, But then he [the Biſhop] tells 
p. 16, that all THIS was figurative, 
and ſaid only in a figurative Style.“ All 
This ?—All what? Chirſt was really no 
King of this World he was rea!ly no Slave, 
and his Humiliation was real and not Hgu- 
rative, What then was it that was Au- 
rative? If one may gueſs by what follows 
Within a few Lines. You ſuppoſe his 2z- 
finite Condeſcenſion to be figurative, for 
you ſay, 4 fine eAccount of infinite Con- 
© deſcenſion, that it conſi led in [ropes and 
© Figrres,? p. 27. But how ſhall we make 
that an Autecedeut for the Relative THIS; 
which does not appear till three or four 
Lines efierwards? Belides, his Lordſhi 
never ſaid that the Condeſcerjwon of Chril 

| Was 
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was figurative, but on the contrary that it 
was real, voluntary, and infinite. No doubt 
thoſe Words, All this and the Reſt of 
this whole Paragraph, have /ee meaning; 
but as *tis too much in the Clouds for me, 
I will not preſume to guels at it. You are 
expreſs that the Biſhop ſays, that Chriſt's 
infinite Condeſcenſion conſiſted in Figures and 
1ropes :.. His Lordſhip's Words are, that 
Chriſt's Condeſcenſion was real, infinite, 
and voluntary. So that to make his Lord- 
ſhip's Notion odious and fit to be treated 
with Indignation, you interpret the Word, 
real, to ſignify, abt real but figurative; 
the Words, infinite and voluntary, (which 
expreſs ſomething poſitive in Chriſt's Con- 
deſcenſion,) to mean nothing at all; and 
thus the Biſhop is oppoſed, And, Tris 18 
YoUR DEFENCE, to add Scandal to Scan- 
dal! T proceed to what follows, ſyllogiſti- 
cally drawn up againſt his Lordfhip. 
© Chriſt was really no Slave, but, reall 
aud truly, as to bis Condition iu thisWorld, 
© a Gubjett | 
But his infinite Condeſcenſion is deſcribed 
© by Figures, Alluſions, or Metaphors taken 
* from the Condition of Slaves. Therefore 
* His Example is much more peculiarly fit 
* for Slaves than Subjects.“ p. 28. | 
This Syllogiſm is repreſented as his Lord- 
ſhip's, and ſtrange as it is, 'tis to be con- 
ceived as a juſt one upon his Principles. L 
H mult 


78 


maſt only ſay, that you have no more 
Authority to put ti Sy llogiſm or this Me- 
thod of Reaſoning into his Lordſhip's 
Mouth, than you had in the laſt Page 
to repreſent him as declaring that the 
infinite Coudeſcenſion of Chriſt conſiſted in 
Figures and Tropes. His Argument in his 
own Words is this, If the Great Lerd of 
© Kings and of All Men, was pleasd to 
perſonate Slaves, in one of the moſt re- 
© markable eAftions of his Life, and in one 
© of the Loweſt of their Offices; and this, 
. ueftzned by himſelf to repreſent the whole 
* Behaviour of his Life for the Service of 
Others. Ihen certainly, Slaves, or the low- 
* eſt Part of Mankind, Thoſe employed by 


© Duty or Neceſſity in the Loweſt Offices of 


* human Life, may rect ive more particular 
© aud peculiar Comfort and Support from 
hence, than Subjects — who are not — ſo 
* employea?. Anſwer, P. 45. 

As this is his Lordſhip's Argument, I 
ſhall obſerve that the Syllogiſm which you 
have made for him, is purely your own : And 
as it is your 9w-, you was at Liberty to 
form it as you pleas'd, and to put as many 
Terms in it as you pleaſed. 

You add, ©'Þythe ſame Argument you ma) 
prove, that our Lord's Example is much} 
more peculiarly fit for ſuch as keep Sheep 
than for the Preachers of the Goſfel 
P. 28. becauſe he is by way of Figure re 


* preſen 
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* preſented as a Shepherd. I reply, 

Had our Saviour perſonated a Shepherd, 
as he did a Slave; and had his Example 
been particularly recommended to Shep- 
herds, as it is to Slaves, in thoſe very Cir- 
cumſtances which Shepherds, by their con- 
{tant and ordinary Condition, are peculiar- 
ly ſubject to: Then it wow'd have been 
true, that the Example of our Saviour had 
been more peculiarly fit for Shepherds, than 
for others, to whom it is not recommended, 
The Argument urged by his Lordſhip, is 
not this, that Chriſt is © by way of Figure re- 
© preſented as a Slave; Therefore his Ex- 
* ample is peculiarly fit for Slaves ?; But his 
Concluſion is this, Chriſt's Loweſt State is 
repreſented by the Condition of Slaves, 
and his Example is particularly recommend- 


ed to the Imitation of Slaves. But *tis not 


repreſented by the Condition of Subjects, 
nor recommended to their Imitation as Sub- 
jects, Therefore 'tis more peculiarly fit for 
Slaves, than for Subjects. 

We now come to the famous Paſſage of 
Scripture which his Lordſhip had peculiar- 
ly in his Eye, [Phil. ii.] and which he thinks 
will bear all that is laid upon it, Anſ. p. 58. 
This, You think, to be nothing to his Pur- 
poſe, becauſe © the Form of a Servant Le- 
* ing oppoſed to the Form of God, denotes 


hat Form or Character of Servitude, by 


* which every Creature is eſſentially diſtiu- 
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* guiſhed from the Creator, and not any Ser- 
* vitude peculiar to any one Condition of Life, 
* This muſt needs be, you add, if by taking 
on him the Form of a Servant, we unde r- 
fand, as All Writers, except Socinians, do 
© underſtand, thut the Word was incarnate, 
and became Man'. p. 28. To this J reply, 


Firſt, T cannot but take Notice of the | 
Expreſſion you Here uſe, agreeable to That 
in your Laſt Book, F. 42. There it was; 
Is this Senſe, All Ciriſtians, ancient and 
modern, Socinians excepted, have underſiood | 


the Text, Here it is, This muſt needs be, 


Ip —we underſtand, as All Writers, except | 
Socinians, do underſtand, that the Word was 
incarnate. This wonderful Harmony of 


ALL Writers (except Socizians) upon theſe 
Words, is what, I cou'd with to ſee proved. 


Sure I am of this, that e Writers (Soci- | 


nians excepted) do not underſtand it in 
your Senſe. Our own Church, for Inſtance, 


in the firſt Homily for Good Friday, ſays, | 


It pleasd Chriſt to deliver himſelf of all 
* his gaodly Honour, — and to come down in- 
© to this Vale of Miſery, to be made mortal 
Man, and to be in the State of a moſt low 
Servant, ſerving us for our Wealth*, Theſe 
Words clearly enough ſhew, that a moſt 
low Servant is here not a Servant of God, 
but One that ſerved Us for our Wealth; 


This latter Expreſſion being exegetical of | 


the former. You will not, *tis hoped, in 
your 
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your Zeal, charge S9cinianiſm, upon the 
Church of Ezg/azd. Dr. Barrow on the 
Creed, Sermon the 25th, ſpeaking, of the 
lowly Condition into which Chriſt: put him- 
ſelf, ſays, Not only being made in the like- 


ness of Man, hut taking the Form of a 
Servant, to endure want, and to fare hard- 
, to be flighted, envied, hated, ſcorned, 
' © and reproaghed, thro the whole Courſe of 
| © his Life*. Was Dr, Barrow, then a Soci- 
aian? Or did he mean by that manner of 
| Expreſſion (BUT taking the Form of a Ser- 


vant) that Chrilt was in that Fru, becauſe 


he was a Servant of God. 2. If Chriſt had 
taken the Form of the higheſt Angel, he 


wou'd have taken the Farm of à Servant in 
your Senſe. 3. Chriſt was not is woyos 942, 


in the Form of God, when he was in the 
Form of a Servant; nor was he in the Form 


of a Servant when he was in the Form of 


1 God. For theſe two States are oppoſed to 


one another, ſo as that he left one, when 
he took upon himſelf” the Other. He empti- 
ed himſelf, taking the Form of a Servant, 
ſays the Apoſtle, v. 7. The States then in 
which our Saviour was, being incompati- 
ble, Lou muſt ſay that the Almighty God, 
being in the Form of Gad, ceas'd to be in 
That Form, and took upon himſelf the 


Form of a Cleature, i. e. of a Servant to 


himſelf; Or elfe, if you think that Chriſt 
was in the Form of God when he appear'd 


£0 
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to the Patriarchs, *tis evident that then he 
was in the Form of a Servant, in your Senſe 


of thoſe Words, vig. of an Angel, at the ſame 
time: Which is inconſiſtent with the Account 


of the Apoſtle, who tells us that he took f. 


on himſelf the Form of a Servant, when he 


was made Man, or being made Man. 4. You | 
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give us the Meaning of this Paſſage thus. 


Being in the Form of God, he took the Form | 
of a Servant ; and That not the higheſt | 
Form neither; for he was made in the 
Likeneſs of Men, p.28. In the Original *tis, Be- 
ing in the Form of God he emptied himſelf, | 
having taken the Form of a Servant, being | 
made in the likeneſs of Men. The mean- 


ing of which is, that Chriſt, who before 
his Incarnation was in the Form of God, 


condeſcended to take our Nature upon him, 
and appear for our Sakes in the Form of a a 


Servant, awe, miniſtring to Men. 5. The 


Queſtion is, Whether the Form of a Ser- ! 


vant relates to Actions done in the incar- | 


nate State to Men, or whether thoſe Words 


of the Apoſtle imply all this, viz. That | 


Chriſt who was the Supream God, took upon 
him the Form of a Creature, and thus was 
made the Servant of God. You fay, If I 


D 


underſtand your meaning, that all Chri- 


ſtians, except Sociniaus, have underſtood 
it thus. I declared that I thought the Ex- 


poſition perfectly New. But fince That, 
i have found One Writer, (Dr. Wells,) in 
that 
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that Notion, and I have-heard of Another. 
You have quoted here B. Pearſon as agree- 
ing with You; but in the Sentence you 
cite, tis only ſaid, that he was Obe dient only 
unto God; and that the Form of a Servant 
muſt conſiſt in ſomething diſtinct from his Suf. 
ferings, or Sulmiſſion unto Men. And ſo in- 


' deed it did: Our Saviour voluntarily con- 


deſcending to 49 ſuch Offices as Saves 
(aiaz) do of Neceflity : And tho” he was 
Chief amongſt his Diſciples, yet miniſtring 
to them for their Good, Now let any Man 
judge of B. Pearſon's Meaning from the 
very next Words. It conſiſted, i that he 
© was made Fleſh, ſent in the Likeneſs of 
© ſinful Fleſh, ſubject unto all Infirmities 
and Miſeries of this Life — : In that he 
* was made of a Woman, made under the 
© Law, and OBLIGED TO PERFORM 
* the ſame: Which Law did ſo handle the 
© Children of God, as that THET diferd 
© nothing from SERVANTS: In that he 
* was born, bred, and lived in a mean, low, 
and abject Condition; — Iz that he was 
thus made Man, he took upon him the Form 
© of a Servant”, p. 122. I do not diſpute 
whether Biſhop Pearſon's Notion be right 
or not ; or whether he has given the plain. 
eſt and moſt intelligible and juſt Account 
of thoſe Words, tve Form of à Servant. 
But the Paſſage which I cited from him wag 
to prove that He did not underſtand that 


Ex- 
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Expreſſion, as ſignifying the Form of a Sc. 
vant of God; which if I miſtake not, the 
Words juſt now cited ſufficiently prove. 
No Man ever queſtioned, but that our Sa- 
viour did the Will of his Father here; and 


in that Senſe, He was the Servant of God: 

He prayed to Him very frequently, and 
acknowledged the Authority of His Father, 
and his Own being Sent by God. But put 
the Caſe, that Chriſt had delivered his Law, 
as he did the Law of Moſes, in Thunderings 
and Lightning, or had he appear'd as tie 


 Fews expect their A the Son of Da- 
vid; wou'd he then be ſaid to appear in 
the Form [xs] of a Servant? Elpecially 
ſince we find the Title of Gods, given to 
Angels and Magiſtrates in Scripture, Nay, 
ſince thoſe very glorious Appearances are 
the true Ground of his being faid to be, 
by wopp3 942, in the Form of God. 6. But 
Authorities are of no great Moment here. 


Our Saviour actually was in the Form of a 
Servant, when he graciouſly condefcended 
to miniſter to Men for their Good, He was 
ſtrictly and litterally iy un in the Form of 


a Slave, he perſonated a Slave, when he 


ſubmitted to do voluntarily for his Diſciples | 


thoſe Offices, which Slaves did out of Duty. 
7. When You will be pleas'd to tell the 


World explicitly, what your Notion is of 
our Saviour's being in the Form of God, as | 


you have intimated what you mean by his 
being 
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being in the Form of a Servant, We ſhall 
then judge whether you agree with All Wri- 
ters ancient aud modern, except Socinians, 
Laſtly, The Form of a Servant is expound- 
ed by the Likeneſs of Men, very naturally 
thus: He was in the Form of a Servant, 
being made Man, and in that State con- 


4 deſcending, or rather taking that State on 

! purpoſe to miniſter to Us. Thus much 1 
| thought proper to ſay upon this Text; and 
now I'll proceed to what You object fur- 
ther. 


Your next Attempt is, P. 29, 30. to ſay 


| ſomething againſt what the Biſhop has ſug- 


geſted, that our Saviours Condition is not 


repreſented by the State of Subjects: And 
from a Citation out of F. 53. of his Lord- 
! ſhip's eArſwer, you infer, * If the Repre- 
« ſentation or Illuſtration of A Ma#z”s Condi- 
(tion is taken from ſome Condition which is 
not the Man's real Condition, tis evident 
1 © why our Lord's Condition js not illuſtrated 
2 © by Repreſentations taken from the Eſtate 
© of Subjects, becauſe his real Condition was 
(that of a Subject”. I muſt obſerve upon 
: this, 


1. I cannot conceive for what this is 


brought, or what Relation it has to the 

Charge of Calumny, or to your Defence. 

2. Every Illuſt ration mult be taken from 

ſomething different from what 5 illuſtrated, 

or elſe the Iluſt ration, and the Thing illu- 
[ 


ſtrated, 
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ſt yated, muſt be the ſame. 3. Had the Il- 
luſt ration of his low Eſtate been taken from 
the Low Eſtate of Subjects, He himſelf be- 
ing a Subject; This had been, not to 21/- 
{irate his Condition, but to relate it. But 


What this tends to in this Controverſy, I 
cannot divine. 


V. Methinks, Sir, the next Two Pages 
might very well have been ſpared, and the 
Controverſy betwixt my Lord B. of Roche- 
ſter and Bangor might have been ſuffered to 
have reſted now, fince Seven Years at leaſt | 
have paſs'd ; and all Reſentments, if there 
were any, have ſo long ceas'd. But your 
I-aignation knows no bounds, p. 30; you 
ſeem angry your ſelf, and ſo far hurried on | 
by Pique, or Reſentment, as to think it 
impoſſible to oppoſe Men's Principles, and 
ver ſpeak well of their real Accompliſh- 
ments. You put on the Air of Amagement, 
that the B. of Bangor ſhould zow applaud | 
thoſe Talents in an Adverſary, which He 


always allow'd and applauded. This is al- 


moſt as Ridiculous as your pretending that, 
out cf Reſpect to his Name, you induſtri- 


ouſly avoided to bring the B. of R. into this 
C:atroverſy, when You nam'd Him, as much 


as the B. of Bangor did afterwards ; and this, 
You lay, for fear of expoſing Him to an 
Indignation which knows no bounds; at- 
the {ame time that you pretend to be aſto- 
niſh'd at the Civilit) and Reſpect ſhewꝰd to 
A - Azl 


i 


kg 


| 


D 
* 
1 


* 


. 2 


" bd fs 3 


7 2 


rie 


667) 
As ſoon as this Fit of Surprize was over, 
you endeavour to clear yourſelt trom the 
Charge of Calumny by retorting upon the 
B. of Bangor an Expreſſion, uſed by him to 
the B. of R. in the old Controverſy. His 
Lordſhip thought Inju/tice done to our 
Saviour, by urging the Example of Chrift 
as it had been, and then ſays, © I fr God 
to forgive thoſe who make Uſe of it. This 
a= compare with your Charge and think 
is Lordſhip's Crime much greater than 
your own. * My Charge, ſay you, 2s plain 
* ſpeaking ; His Lordſhif”s is put into a Form 
© of Prayer; the Cenſure ij heightewd by 
© the Devotion, and made ten limes more 
* miſchievous by being conveyed under the 
* ſweet Odours of Chriſtian Charity. p. 3 1. 
I cannot but with the greateſt Concern ob- 
ſerve p 
The Difference of the Caſes which you 
here put. 'The B. of Bangor thought the 
B. of R. did Injuſtice to our Saviour by 
urging this Example as he did: And onl 
adds, I pray God to forgive thoſe who make 
Uſe of it. You think the B. of Bangor 
did Injuſtice to our Saviour by urging the 
Example as He did. Had you pray'd to God 
to forgive him for it; it wou'd have been 
humane, twou'd have been acting like a 
Chriſtian ; and had you contuted what he 
ſaid in the Spirit of Religion, I dare tay his 
Lp. would never have complained. Bur 
I 2 inſtead 
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Inſtead of this, you ſurround the ſuppos d 
Injuſtice with perſonal Reflections on the 
B. of Bangor. You repreſent him to the 
World as ane who would ick at zothing 
to carry his Point: As a Man who would 
not ſcruſ le to offer even a perſonal Indigni- 
ty to his Saviour ONLy to get rid of an 
Objection. Are theſe Caſes the ſame in 
our Judgment ? No, it ſeems the B. of 
al. Act, is TEN TIMES more miſ- 
chie vous by being done with the Air of 
Chriſtian Charity. That is, to pray to God 
to forgive an Enemy, is TEN TIMES more 
miſchievous, than to repreſent him to the 
World in the moſt odious Colours poſſible to 
paint him. To make Uſe of charitable Words 
and to expreſs our Deſires that God would 
not be extream to mark what is, we think, 
done amiſs, is to make a Cenſure ten Times 
more miſchievous than to uſe uncharitable 
hard Words, and to deal abroad perſonal | 
Reproach. If this, can be defended by cal- 
ling it plain ſpeaking, then may the moſt | 
goarſe and rude Expreſſions be juſtified, 
Nay, by this Rule, to pray to God to for- 
give the Man that has injured me, is ten 
times more miſchievous, than to ſpread a- 
broad the greateſt perſonal Infamy con- 
cerning him. After this Peice of Caſu- 
iſtry, you go on thus. | 
Hut bow his Lordſhip can fretend that 
His Aſertion about the Example of Chriſt, 
oy aud 
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and the Biſhip of Rocheſter's, are alike, 


is another Surprise. p 31. 
Here I muſt ask, where the B. of Bax- 
gor ſays that his, and the B. of Roch, 
Aſſertion are ALIKE? He fays indeed, 
That if his Aſſertion be an Extreme, the: 
the B.of R's mult bean extreme; and in this 
Reſpect, vig. that both of them are ex!rees, 
they may be ſaid to be ALIKE. But you 
artfully concealing the Particular in which 
they agree, make Uſe of the general Term, 
Alu EE, and your Reader is to canceive the 
four Differences you mention as a Refutati- 
on of the B. of Bangor, whoſe ſuppos'd Aſſer- 
tion is, that His and the B. of R's. 1s alike. 
5 3 The Four Differences betwixt the Aſſer- 
tions of theſe Two great Men, I muſt here 
beg Leave to conſider, becauſe here you 
have ſpoke out the Senſe you wau'd endea- 
2 } vour to fix upon his Lordſhip's Aſſertion, 
and have completed the Calumny by «fix- 
ing expreſly the Shocking Senſe, which be- 
t } fore you only infinuated. The | 
* Firſt is, That the B. of R. does not af - 
reply the Example to Subjects as Subjects. — 
u | * but as ſuffering Subjects. But the B. of 
FB. argues in a way the reverſe of this ?, 
F. 32. This is a very clear Miſtake in you, 
for the B. of Bangor argues for the peculiar 
flitneſs of the Example to ſufferivg Slaves, 
2+ | not ſuch Slaves as thoſe whom you have Ho- 


t, naured with being at the Head of Affairs in 
4 Fyncdams, and Prime Miniſters of State. 
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The B. of R. ſays, the Example of Chriſt 


© is of Uſe to theſe chiefly, who are in the 


«Circumſtances in which our Lord himſelf 


© was*, The B. of Bangor ſays, © It is much 
more peculiarly fit for thoſe whoſe Condi- 
© tion our Lord never was in, unleſs by wa 
« cf Figure or Alluſion ?, ibid. Now, 1. This 
Concerns only the Truth of the Aſſertion, 
and, ſuppoſing it a Miſtake, it need not 
make any ones Ears tingle. 2. He only 


ſpeaks of the peculiar Fitneſs of it in the 


Caſe of ſuffering from Superiours, In this 
he thinks it more peculiarly fit for Slaves, 
than Subjects. 3. If the Example be ap- 
plied in Scripture to Slaves expreſly, and 
never to Subjects, and upon Examination 


it be found to be peculiarly fit for Them ra- 


ther than Theſe, then the Biſhop of B. s 


Crime is his too cloſe adhering to the Scrip- 
ture- Accounts. Forgive him this Wrong. 


Your 


24, Difference is; The B. f Rocheſter' ? 
© Pgſit ion has nothing ſhocking . But the B. 
© of Bangor' Aſertion is in this Reſpect of | 
another kind”, ibid. Now I deny that One, 


more than the other, is ſhocking ; and ap- 


peal to what has been ſaid. The 
34, Difference is; No ill Uſe can be 
made of the Biſhop of Rocheſter's Aſer- | 
* tion?. Your Reaſon tor this, is very ex, 
traordinary.— Slavery /s now no more a. 
* wong Chriſtians, in theſe Parts of the World | 
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© at leaſt : He therefore who ſays the Exam- 
ple is of Uſe to Subjects chiefly, ſays that 
© it is of Uſe chiefly to all Chriſtians now 
© in being. But the B. of Bangor—- does in 
© effect ſay, that it is much more peculiarly 
© fit for that ſort of Chriſtians who are now 
© ceas'd from among Men, than for thoſe 
© who are left in being?, ibid. To this I an- 
ſwer. 

Firſt, Happy are thoſe Parts of the World, 
where Slavery is unknown. But then me- 
thinks we are little obliged to them, who 
can take Pains to repreſent Slavery in ſuch 
Colours, as that its conſtant Condition is 
not the loweſt, nor Slaves in Virtue of their 
Conſtant Condition the moſt helpleſs Part of 
Mankind, p. 19. 2. Slavery is now no more 
among Coriſtiaus. I ſuppoſe you mean, Servi- 
tude to private Maſters. For Gallies and Gal- 
ley-Slaves are ſometimes heard of ix theſe 
Parts of the World; and what heightens 
the Abomination, is, That they are made 
the Portion of ſuch as dare to think and 
judge for themſelves in Matters of Religion. 
3. Does the B. of Bangor ſay, that the Ex- 
ample of Chriſt is 2t of Uſe to all Chri- 
ſtians, now 1n Being, or that ever were in 
Being, Or that it is not peculiarly fit for 
Chriſtians Now ? He has no where faid any 
ſuch thing, nor intimated it. But becauſe 


the Reader ſhall judge rather by the Biſhop's 


own Words, than by what you have thought 
© 
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fit to Charge him with, I'll tranſcribe a 
Sentence from his Azſwer, p. 47. * Our 
Lord's Fxample is certainly, upon ſeveral 
© Contiderations, and in ſeveral Reſpefs, 
« peculiarly fit to be applied to ſeveral Sorts 
© of Perſons. Confider it as the moſt unpa- 
* rallelPd Condeſcenſion for the Good of O- 
* thers, and it is in this View peculiarly fit 
© to be urged for a much leſs Condeſcenſion in 
© the Great Men of this Worla*, Sc. With 
what Juſtice then cou'd you charge upon 
his Lordſhip this Conſequence : Becauſe 
He ſaid the Example was more peculiarly 
fit for Slaves than Subjects, 1n the Caſe of 
paſſive Submiſſion particularly; therefore 
in general the Example 7s more peculiarly 
fit for a ſort of Chriſtians, who are now 
ceas'd from among Men, than for thoſe who 
are left in being. 4. But if you wou'd not 
have any regard to the Caſe of Submiſſion, 
which was the Only Caſe in view; you 
ought in common Equity to have conſider- 
ed Slaves, as the LowesT and moſt HeELp- 
LESS Part of Mankind, as it often has been 
repeated to you : And then, inſtead of the 
thing defined, put the Definition, and 
judge if the Example be peculiarly fit for 
none Now. Judge if the Loweſt and moſt 
| helpleſs part of our Species, are ceas'd from 
among Men Now. Nay, recollect if you 
your ſelf have not aſſerted it to be * true, 
* tha: our Bleſſed Lord's Evample is more 
| pecu- 
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* peculiarly ft to be propoſed to the Low 
© and Diſtreſſed Part of Mankind, then to 


* the Fortunate ( Condition and Examfle® ) 
p. 13. Now the Low and diſtreſſed Part of 
Mankind being the Notion peculiarly az- 
nexed to the Word Slave in the Aſſertion, 
and it being the Notion which made the 
peculiar Fitneſs; there are Men enough 
left in Being to whom the Example is f ecu- 
liarly fit, upon his Lordſhip's Notion, Laſt. 
ly, How ridiculous is all this Objection, 
ſince the Diſpute betwixt the B. of Roche. 
fter, and B. of B. was about the meaning 
of a Paſſage in St. Peter, in whoſe Time 
there were Slaves, ſuppoſing them extinct 
now. ?Tis juſt as if you ſhou'd ſay, that 
ſuch a Paſſage of Scripture cannot relate to, 
or be peculiarly fit for, Deaconeſſes, becau'e 
that ſort of Chriſtians are now ceas'a from 


among Men. But this Abuſe was to make 


way for the 

4th. Difterence, which contains expreſly 
the ſhocking Notion, which you would have 
perſuaded the World was the Biſhop's Af- 
{ertion, and which was to make the Ears 
of a Coriſtian to tingle. Hitherto you 


have mumbled the Thiſtle, and never ven- 


tured expreſly to put the Senſe upon the 
Words which you weuld have your Reader 
to conceive, But ſince here you have put 
it, and have expreſſed the 7} Purpoſe which 
you ſay may be made of the Aflertion, Vl! 


K put 
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put his Lordſhip's Words, and your Com- 
ment together, and leave the Reader to 
judge. 


B. of Bangor. Dr. SHerlach' Re- 
preſentation. 
« The Example of our | © The Example of 
Lord is much more |© gur Lord is much 
feculiariy fit to be|* more peculiarly fit | 
* urged to Slaves, by|* to be urged to | 
whoſe Condition He“ Slaves-— than to 
is pleafd frequently |* Subjects. — 3 
* fo d: ſcribe his 0&Ww!/ The C | ; 
« low Efaate; than to n 
© Subjects whoſe Con-| © Any reflactory 
dition is never uſed}* perverſe Coriſtian 
to that Purpoſe, ana] —may reſ h, That 
s whom he i never|* he is a Subject, 
ſaidito perſonatè in his|* and the Example 
* loweſ, and moſt op-] is much more pe- 
© preſſed Condition. |* culiarly fit for 
Slaves. P. 32. N 
And thus the B. of Bangor is accountable 
for what he never ſaid or thought of, and for | 
what is rais'd from his Words by altering | 
the Ideas annexed to them by himſelf; by 
leaving out ſome, and putting in others; 
and at laſt it comes to ſomething, that R x- 
FRACTORY PERVERSE Men may 
abuſe. Take Notice; THis is the 
Charge, and THIS THE DEF ENCE. 
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Methinks, Sir, *twas hardly worth all 
your Pains and Trouble in this outrageous 
Manner to guard againſt a Writer, and 
caution the World againſt him as a Man 
ſo much to be deteſted, for a Sentence 
awhich at laſt a REFRACTORY PERVERSE 
Chriſtian may abuſe, and apply to ill Pura 
poſes. What mighty Pangs and Throbs 
for this poor little Animal! A Perverſe 
Chriſtian muſt have little Senſe and Hu- 
mour, if he can open azy Book, be it fa- 
cred or profane, and cannot find in every 
Page ſomething or other, which he may 
diſtort, pervert and 1 to ill Purpe- 

ertion been ſuch 
as would miſlead an HoN ES T Chriſtian, 
*twou'd have been a Matter of the greateſt 
Glory to have vindicated the Condition and 
Example of our bleſſed Saviour; and you 
would have merited the publick Thanks 


of every honeſt Man, for oppoſing his 
Lordſhip's Notion. But after all the Cla- 


mour that has been rais'd, to let your 
Charge dwindle into this, that a RE- 
FRACTORY PERVERSE Chriſtan 
MAY apply to ill Purpoſes the Aſſerti- 
on, 7. e. That the very wort Sort of Chriſt- 
ians may act knaviſhly by it; This Charge 
and THIS DEFENCE, is enough 
to make the World ſoon tired of ſuch Alte; 
Cati0ns, p. 47. ; 
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Thns much concerning the Example of 
our bleſſed Lord, and its peculiar Fitneſs, 
We now come to a Part of the Contro- 
verſy, which, ſuppoſing You right in eve- 
ry particular, and his Lordſhip maker, 
*twill be of no great Moment; I mean 
ja what you call he Learning of this Con- 
troverſ\. p. 33. But let us examine a lit- 
tle this Part, ſince you are no more exempt 
ſrom Errors in this than in the other Parts. 

1. You faid in your Condition and Exam 
Ne, &c. p. 18. * St. Peter does not ſpeak 
* of Slaves peculiarly in his Lordſhif's Senſe 
* of the Word, but of Domeſticks of all 
© &orts; be calls them not $i2u, but ular, 
© not Slaves, but Domeſticks. From hence 


you conclude f, 19, that the Example 


« propoſed by St. Peter, ug ot to be con- 
fined ti Slaves properly ſa caiPa,? To this 

his Lordſhip replied, that zu, properly 

ſignifies a Sa; That if it did ſometimes 

ſignity in general, iin the Family, yet in 

St. Peter the Circumitances reſtrain'd its 

Meaning, and oblige us to underſtand it 

to ſignify only Save Then he produces 

ſeveral Examples of. its Ule for Slaves, out 

of the O'dand New Te/iament too. I ap- 
peal to You, if this be not fully to anſwer 

Jour Objection. But now tor your Reply. 
Mat i thi:to me? Iuc ver ſaid it did not, 
* (lignify Slaves.) What 1 affirmed was, 
* tat it did not jignify Slaves only, pecu- 
* liarly 
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* liarly, bat others alſo, p. 34. His Lordſhip 
ſhews that it ſigathes Slaves properly, which 
you ſaid was the Meaning of Sia not cies, 


He ſhews that it is thus corſtantly uſed in 


the Helleniſtical Greek of the Old and 


| New Teſtament; which is an unanſwera- 


— 


2 8 — tt td 


F 
E 
| 
N 
' 


| ble Argument in this Caſe. He ſhews that 
the Circumſtances of the Place reſcrained it 


to that meaning, in Oppoſition to you who 
' affirm'd that it ought not to be confined.” 


And your Reply is, What is this to me? 


Truly, Sir, 'tis nothing to you, if a full 
Anſwer to the very Point upon which you 
built your Notion, be nothing to you. 

But tho' a direct and full Anſwer to 


Lou, was nothing to You; yet an acciden- 


tal Expreſſion of his Lordghip's, and this 


not deciſive or poſitive, not any Ways af- 


feting the main Argument, was ſo much 
to or that You have thought fit to ſpend 
a couple of Pages in Confutation of it. By 
whom [profane Authors] I believe, ſays his 
Lordſhip, it will be foundto be uſed for a 
Slave, without Variation. Some of the In- 
ſtances which you have produced do cer- 
tainly prove that Gmi]y; did {ſometimes 
in the firſt Author's, ſignify all that belong 
to the Horſe, But this Anſwers not to 
the Point in Hand. Name but one ſingle 
Inſtance, if you can, in which {ns and 
$:74%)a; Occur together, as they do here in 
St. Peter, Where inns does not fignity a 

| | Slave 


(78) 


Slave; and then you may be allowed to = 
have carried One Point: If afterwards up- x 
on your Notion you carctully account for 
the Circ mſiances mentioned by St. Peter, 8 


his Lordſhip will, I believe give into your 
Interpretation of this Text. ; 

The Firſt Writers 'tis granted uſed the p 
Word 3:41»; in the Etymological Senſe, for, 
all in the Family: But "cis as old as Ari - 
phanesgs Time at leaſt, uſed for, and appli- |, 
ed to Slaves, properly ſo cal'd. When 
once it began to be thus applied, it ſeems f, 
to be generally uſed for S/aves where-ever | , 
that Term is uſed ALoN E, without other |} f 
Words annexed, which ſhew that it is uſed 
in its older Senſe, At laſt it grew, I be- 
lieve, univerſally to ſignify Slaves, and is 
ſcarce ever uſed in its original Meaning. 

Ariſtophanes is produced by you, Sir, in 
Evidence that it means Dzmeſizcks, not 
Slaves properly ſo called: And, you cite 
the Scholiaſt upon him, who tells us, 'Owas | 
Je vuv & Tes Steg ug w'v0p AEM GANG maVlas 785 Ke” ö 
Ta T eixiay. 7. 35. 1 reply ro this, : 

1. The Senſe of Ariſftophanes, had you 
minded that, wou'd neceſſarily have led | 
you to interpret as, Slaves. 
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| Streffiades bitterly complains that all his 
oi] were ſnoring in their Beds, whilſt he 
Vas up: And then he curſes the War, which 
r hinder'd him from p1u2iſhi»g them as he 
„could have done heretofore. Now if bn 
I here ſignifies, All in the Family; T wou'd 

fain know il Streffiades had the Liberty of 
ef} puniſhin,; Lodgers, or Wife, at other Times, 
which Authority now he had loſt on Account 
"|| of theWar? But 2. This very Scholiaſt who 


i- led you into your Miſtake, would have 
n prevented it, had you read but a few Lines 
157 farther. For when he comes to explain 
- the Second of theſe Lines, he ſays, after 
ſome other Suggeſtions, 73 % amd; 5Jus Ter. 
q Adnydiors % AztePauoiog, Wa: The Truth 1 
„ * There was War betwixt the Athenians 
is © and Lacedemonians. The Athenians there- 
: q 6 fore wwou'd not puniſh their Slaves [Sag] 


F they were guilty of any Faults, for fear 
t * leſt they ſhow? run over to the Lacedemo- 
e * nians*. Here the Scholiaſt himſelf ex- 
plains ia; by Six, and not by my]as 
E oixiay ; by Slaves, and not by, All 
that belong to the Houſe : And by telling 
you the Hiſtory, wou'd have lead you in- 
to the true Meaning of the Poet, had you 
look'd but a few Lines farther. A 
2d. Inſtance which may ſeem to invalt- 
date this, is, that Athenæus, tells us that 
the Word in common Uje ſignified, all that 
belong to the Houſe. Or fs ding is iv 6 age 
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70% s de N ieee I, u, Pi 36. I 
anſwer, 

1. Doth e henæus ſay, When the Uſe of 

the Word Oiziry; in that Senſe was conmmun? 

Was it in his 9w# Time, as You wou'd ſug- 


geſt; or does he mean amongſt the Fr/} 


Greek Writers? *Tis ſurprizing that At he- 
neus, ſhou'd firſt tell us that ol zu was in 


common Uſe for, all in the Family); and 


then ſhou'd treat ſo largely as he does of 


Slaves, and their ſeveral Appellations, and 
uſe the Word z ſo conſtantly tor Slave, | 


as he does to the End of his Sixth Book, 


and never, that I took Notice, once in the 
Common Senſe, as you wou'd have it. 2. 


The very next Words in Athenæus to thoſe 
which you Cite, are O, fs ris 2 * wound) ang 
N Fe) Ts & Yale Fig Me A duepor 87.7 5x nv To]5 


JN Xe Td de eit. Je Writers of 
Old Comedy talk thus, when they diſcoursd 
of the Old way of Living, that then there 


Was 09 need of Slaves DJ iN. After ſeve⸗ 
ral Citations from thoſe Writers he con- 


cludes, If theſe Things were thus, xrel 
6 T1 zes I diu , Mat need have we of Slaves 


-C [ 614] av 1) Where oitt]oy ſignifies the ſame 
as Sixor [Slaves] which is very unaccoun- 
table in the very next Sentence after eAthe- 
næus had been Aying that u ſignified in 
common Uſe ſomething elſe. Laſtly, I add 
that Euſt at Þ1145 tells us, that 3:iJa;, in the 
Etymogical Senſe, for Abs aa 20% zin, 

Was 
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was, ald Ti; va, according to the Anuci- 


ents. v. Not. upon A. Odyſ. But enough 
of this. 


The next Thing which you find fault 


with in his Lordſhip, is, his Account of 


the foundation of Figures of Speech. His 
Lordſhip very juſtly obſerv'd, that *tis a 
Miſtake, to think that a Word uſed figura- 
tively, loſes the Signification it had before 
it was tranſlated to this Uſe, p. 77. This 
you can by no means allow, and think he 
wou'd find it hard to make it good, p. 37 
And then for an Inſtance againſt it, you 
fay, Whoever ſerves another, (gui is 
any degree, is ſo far Sine, whether he be his 


Slave, his hired Servant, his Son, c. ibid. 


Pardon me, Sir, if I make Uſe of that 
Expreſſion to and of you, which you apply 
to me, P. 43. I dare ſay, You did not blun- 
der on Purpoſe that you might be on the Bi- 
ſhop's Side, and therefore I uu d adviſe 
you not to write again, till you know your 
own Side; Quid opuſt me Advocato? Qui 
utri fim advocatus neſcio. Whoſoever 
(andes) ſerves another, tho' he be Free, he 
is SO FAR Ine. Is not this to acknow- 
ledge that ad, re8ains it proper Significa- 
tion, and that the Freeman is So FAR 
Fixes; 1. e. he ſo far acts as a ee There 
wants only the Supplement of , 4s, to 
make the Senſe entire. So again; 1n the 
Inſtance you give, J i dydmns, tO ſerve 

L a Man 


632) 
a Man out of Love. I ask, firſt, if Fader 
be ſtrictly correſponding to the Engliſh 
Word. Serve? 2. If it be not figuratively 
there uſed? 3. If it be not taken from 
Ig a Slave? Since it muſt be own'd to 
be thus figuratively uſed, the Sentence im- 
plies that ſuch a Man, tho? a free May, or 
a Son, or a Friend, acts ſuch a part out of 
Love, as a e or Slave is obliged to do 
out of Duty, | 
Nor is your Reaſon of any Force againſt | 
this; viz. that pin May be uſed without 
Gee that ever there was ſuch a thing as 
Slavery ia the World, ibid. For 1 Anſwer, | 
If there never had been fuch a thing as 
Slavery in the World, then the Word nd 
wou'd never have been in. the World ; or if 
it had, it wou'd not have ſignified what it 
now does, but wou'd have anſwer'd to 
ſome other Image. Or if you mean, thar | 
Men may uſe, the Word wkhout knowing 
its preciſe Meaning, or without conceivi 
any ſuch Ellipſes to be ſupplied, I grant it: 
But then his Lordſhip's Obſervation is not II, 
the leſs Juſt, tho? a Man of your Litera- 
ture does not underſtand the full meaning 
of, to ſerve a Mau out of Love. Men of 
Letters, as well as Others, often uſe Words 
without determinate Ideas belonging to 
them; and often miſtake the trae Grounds 
Ot an Expreſſion. But this I hope is no 
Exception againſt what really is the 777 
| 7 an 


(83) 
and evident Foundation, when once conſi- 
dered. 

The Other Exception you make to this, 
is, 1 hat if his Lordſhip”s Obſervation be juſt,— 
then Dominus muſt /ignify, whenever it is 
uſed, one who is properly LORD and Maſter 
of another, ibid. 8 | 

I muſt here, ex paſſant, take Notice, that 
Domi;ns and Servus being correlates, as 


| You own ; You tranſlate the one, Lok D, 


wy —_— 


_— Os 


— 


„Sac 


and the Other, Slave. I tranſlated the Greek 


Words of the ſame acknowledged Mean- 


ing (entſas Jena,) by, Slaves of” LORDS ; 
and how am 1 ridiculed for it, P. 42, Wie 
are beholden to him for LORDS“ꝰ; 


And 
© feomiIng muſt needs reſign the Patent of Ho- 
* nour which Mr. S. has granted him ?.— 
And, p. 43. Mr. S. may take home his 
LoR once more. But why muſt not J 
tranſlate Aonihns LORD, and yet you may 
tranſlate Dominus, LORD; ſince non), 
and Dominus ſignify here the ſame ? The 
beſt Account of this, is; Some are of that 
unhappy Diſpoſition, as never to think any 
thing well done, but what they do them- 
ſelves. But to return. Dominus is uſed of 
any Superiors, — nay of Equals, — and of 
one Perſon to another in the Civility of com- 
mon Converſation. Therefore Nhat 
Therefore it can't retain in all theſe Caſes 
its proper 'Signification ? But why? Supply 
the Mipſis according to the Occaſion of the 

3 Worg 


684) 
Word, and ſee if it does not ſignify, Lokp, 
(I hope I may uſe your own Word, without 
diſpleaſing, or being ridicul'd by You for 
it,) properly, when uſed by way of Com- 


plement ; and when by Parents to Children, | 


r by Children to Parents, or to Maſters 
by Servants, Or if you think it changes 
its Signification according to the Application 


of it, Be pleas'd only to tell us what it (igs | 


nifies, when tis ſo variouſly applied, and 
what are the various Senſes of it. 


There 1s but one thing more, which you | 
object to his Lordſhip; and that is, his Pa- 


4 
n 


| 
by 


| 


raphraſe upon 1 Cor. vii. 22. On theſe | 
Words. He who being a Slave with re- 


: 3 to Morlaly Maſters, is become à Chri- 
6 ſtian, 7s the Freeman of Chriſt; and He 


© who, being a Freeman with reſpect to Ci - 


* vil Rights, is converted to Chriſtianity, 
* becomes the Slave of Chriſt*, This you 


cenſure, as introducing a New Language 


f 


into Chriſtianity, How very difficult is it 
to pleaſe the Nice Ears of ſome Chriſtians ?| 


His Lordſhip muſt not paraphraſe a Text, 
tho' in the moſt expreſſive and proper 
Terms, if not aſual ones. I think no Ac- 
count can be given for this Cenſure, unleſs 
it be that You think the Word, Slaves, im- 
proper to repreſent the State of ſuch whoſe 
Bodies and Souls are not their own, being 
bought with a Price ; and that Chriſt be- 
ing our only goats, (I beg your leave to 

interpret 


( 35 ) 


„interpret it) LORD, we ſhou'd think that 
t | we have but One Maſter, in Heaven, and 
r | conſequently that we are 47 in Religious 
- | Matters to zone upon Earth, Beſides this, 
„ | *Tis St. Paul's expreſs Language, and not 
's | the Biſhops. The Word uu, as oppoſed 
to iavbeggs by St. Paul, not anſwering at all 
n | to our twelihþ Word, Servazt, Wich is 
7+ | Reaſon ſufficient for tranſlating it, Slave, 
d Having thus vindicated his Lordſhip, I 
beg leave to add a Word or two in my own 
u behalf. Fir/f, I own my careleſs writing 
a- eAnticehus for Philopator, p. 27. of my 
ſe laſt; and PII as readily acknowledge my 
e- heedlef(s Tranſlation of thoſe Words, 28, 
i- I ho, &. The Reader is deſired to correct 
je it, © Ptotomey Philopator, inſtead of Ant io. | 
"iP chaus, in the firſt Paſſage ; and in the Other, | 
y, read it, © Slaves to Pleaſures, and all that | 
ouſt * are under the Dominion of any, Perſon or, 

ge * Thing? arecalled 9a ; not as You, even af- 

it ter your Correction of Me, your ſelf ab. 
$?}} furdly tranſlate ir, All Who are in Subje. | 
xt, ction to eA KING. Baonss ſignifies not | 
der only a King over a Country, as You have 
c interpreted it, P. 40. and again, fo 42. 
eſs (where you ſpeak of Monarchical Govern- 
m- men, as oppoſed to Liberty: ) But him who 
fel has @ plenary Power, no Matter whether 
ng he be a Monarch, or not; tho? 'tis granted 
e. that the Word is »/zally applied to Ring: 


and 
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and Monarchical Governours, which led 
you into the Miſtake. 
In requital to You for giving me this Op- 
rtunity of correcting my Blunders, I'll 
Felp you to the true Spelling of the Word, 
Maccabees, ſince you thought it not too low 
or tedious to take Notice of ſuch a Trifle. 
The Word was printed in my Laſt (it ſeems} 
Macchabees with an, 5; You correct it, 
Maccabees, p. 41. Now ſuppoſing the Word 
to be formed from thoſe initial Letters, 
ty m, 2, ch, 2, b, „ i. (which is the u- 
ſual Account of the Word,) taken from 
Exod. xv. 11; then the true Spelling is with 
a ſingle, c. and an, h, Machabees, and not 
Maccabees. Accordingly the Hebrew Word 
is dy Mach-bai. Nay, They that diſ- 
approve of this Derivation of the Word, 
and think Other Accounts more probable, 
vet Theirs too agree in This, that the Word 
muſt be ſpelt with a ſingle, c, and an, H. 
The Greeks, 'tis granted, have ſpelt it with 
a double, *; But the Word is Hebrew in 
its Original; and what Letters are neceſſary 
to the Word, are to be known from That 
Language. Or if Authority is of any Weight 
with You, ſee how Biſhop Walton has ſpelt 
it in the running Title of thoſe Books in 
his Polyglot, and Buxtorf in his Abbrevia- 
tures, and Nicolas Fuller in his Miſcellames, 
if you think it worth your while to attend 
ta a Call of this Nature. Theſe, and ma- 


ny 
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ny more are at your Service ; who have all 
left out, as they ought, one of the, c's, and 
have put in an, H. If I may now deſcend 
ſo low as to imitate your Example in the 
Contemptuous Treatment of my Advers 
ſary, I wowd adviſe you not to meddle in 
Hebrew Words again, til} you have con- 
quered your Averj1on to the Hebrew Alpha- 
bet, Pp. 45. And now to proceed to your 

Other Objections. | | | | 

That which gave Occaſion for the En- 
quiry into the meaning of one, Was your 
Aſſertion, that St. Peter does not ſpeak of 
Slaves, but of Domeſticks, becauſe he calPd 
them, not Sixu, but zur My Anſwer 
to this, was, that zb properly ſignifics, 
Slaves; nay, that it is ſometimes uſed to ſig- 
wify even a lower Degree of Slaves, than 
N it (elf does : And then from ſome Cir- 
cumſtances of the Paſſage, I infer'd that in 
St. Peter it actually did mean Slaves, 
This is The Point: For T HIS, ſome In- 

ftances were brought, and rightly applied ; 
but This, you fay, is nothing to Jou. 

To prove that oe ſometimes ſignifies, 
Perſons tied to even lower Offices than 
, I cited this Sentence from the Scho- 
liaſt upon Theocritus, a g wntlns Sragiger 
©s pn X,v01aT0, dnn wir 6 en vas Ad dv, - 
I Am, and in the Tranſlating of 
theſe Words, n Is, diu, I ren- 
dred it; but $7a&®, One made free. And 
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then inſtantly I annexed the Words of the 
preſent Lord B. of Oxford, which fully ex- 
plain'd this Sentence, and which ſuperſeded 
all Occaſion for any Comment of mine; 
Slaves, as long as they were under the Go- 
© ernment of a Maſter, were calibd wuntle ; 
« but after their Freedom was granted them, 
© they were NH,, not being like the for- 
© mer ( the zuiſa- ) a Part of their Maſti ers 
© Eſtate, but only obliged to ſome —— {mall 
Services ?, 

Now firſt You grant that This (of the 
B. of Oxford) is the true Senſe of the Paſe 
ſage. Then, I ſay, from hence tis evident, 
that Gii]ns ſometimes ſignifies a lower De. 
gree of Servitude than /7aG-. 2. You cen- 
ſure my Skill n Logick or in Greek, be- 
cauſe I rendred it, /Ta&, One made free, 
i. e. H. ſometimes ſignifies, or is applied 
to, One made free, On the other Hand you 
render it, A Freed Man («maiwhegs) is ſtill a 
Servant. You remember, Sir, that the 
Word which you tranſlate, a Servant, is I. 
8. So then l have neither Logzck nor Greek, 
becauſe I ſaid 97a6- ſometimes ſignifies, or 
is applied to, One made free; and you have 
both Logick and Greek, when you fay, 
a Freed-man is ſtill π . But pray, what 
is the mighty Diſſerence, to a plain Man, 
(For I own that this Want of Logick and 
Greek makes me that I ſee no Difference 
except in Sounds ;) What, I Hy, is the Dif- 
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ference in Senſe betwixt, 92x0- ſometimes 
fegnifies, One made free, And, One made 
free, or a Freed-Man is ſtill $#z&, or is ſtill 
calPd #x&? orit there be a Difference, 
ſo it is, that the very Order of the Words 
is againſt you: the Deſign of them being 
to tell us what 4#a@ ſignifies, and not 
what dmazubeegs is. 3dly Freed Men, you 
ſay, are ſtill enen, but not ala, being 19 
longer in Poſſeſſion of their Maſters. From 
hence I have this undeniable Argument, 
and Pl truſt your Skill in Logick and in 
Greek to find the Flaw of it. If 5 Ia ſig- 
nifies, Slaves in the Poſſeſſion of their Mai- 
ter, and 45x 15 applied to ſuch as are 20 
longer in Poſſeſſion of their Maſter as well 
as to ſuch Which are in Poſſeſſion of their 
Maſter, then zie ſometimes ſignifies a low- 

er Degree of Slaves than #3a&- does: Which 
was the Point for which? this Paſſage was 
brought. 4. My Words are, Ihe ve may 
poſſibly /ignify Domeſticks ſometimes, yet it 
ſignifies Slave too, properly ſo call'd. You an- 
iwer, There is uo Thing in this Paſjage to 
ſhew that zuirus NEVER ſignifies any Thing 
but a Slave, p. 40. The Paſſage was 

brought to ſhew, that That Word ſignifies 4 

Siave,and not that it ever /ignifier a Thing 

elſe but a Slave. Give me leave therefore a- 

gain to make Uſe of your own Words to 

me, This muſt be owing to your great Skill 

in Logick or iz Greek, not to perceive what 

I, 


ö e 
9 . * 

, * > FW: - N he © . 

I * 1 7 P 


< 


( 90 


it is that you oppoſe; thy, You produce 
at length the Stozcal Notion in order to 
explain this Paſſage of Chry/ppus ; which 
was, that al excepto Sapiente, Were gu, 
p. 40. To ſhew now, that yor are as g9y9 4 
a Reaſoner as 4 Grecian, (they are your 
own Words to me, p. 28,) let us examine 
Chr:/ippus's Sentence here, by Chry/ippus's 
Notion, Al but the Wiſe Man are Slaves 
(i, not zu,] fay, the Stoicks. Now 
you tell us that Freed Men were ftill Slaves, 
what? it Wiſe were they Slaves? No, 
they taught, their Wiſe Man was cantus) 1 
King, as you your Self tells us P. 40. Well 
ſuppoſe an zun, was a Wiſe Man in their 
Notion : Wou'd not he by them have been 
faid to be be free? No doubt he wou'd, but 
then the 32:ziws wou'd be «mAzuYtew;, CONra- 


{Ea Yeo tos 


ry to the Aſſertion of Chryfppys here. How | 


happy is it for you, to be skilled in Lo- 
gick and in Greek? Laſtly, Take Iſaac 
Caſaubon's Note upon this very Paſſage in 


Athenaus. Differentiam, inter MATa & 


6 


6 Th XKTHTH vaTuTera'y Wart : qui cenictur in bo- 


rum eſſe quod hic dicitur: Etiam qui li- 


E 
* 
(4 
c 
* berali Cauſa Manu fuerit miſſus, eſſe Ine, 
c 


non tamen zun, quia deſierit in herif 


* Rebus cenſert. Lib. 6. c. 19. When 


you have read this, you are Liberty to de-] 
termine] 


zH ſtatuit Clitarchus hanc: os, ͤeſt! 


nis poſſidentis. 4aia6- qui operas præſta- 
ie Domino tenetur. Hinc, ſequitur ve- 
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termine, if you pleaſe, that none but a 
Stoick wor'd have ſaid that a Freed Man 
was ſill u. p. 43. 

II. The next that falls under your Diſ- 
pleaſure, is, ener) Sid eee, Which you ſa- 
gaciouſly gueſs that I had from the Index 
to Grotius. Now, 

Firſt, T declare, I had it not from the 
Index of Grotius. 24ly. Was it not to the 
purpoſe for which it was brought? And 
does it not clearly prove min; to ſignify 
Slave, which was the Point I urgedit for. 
And if fo, *twas your Buſineſs to confute it, 
and not triflingly to amuſe your Reader 
with ſuch e Surmiſes, and Sappoſalc. 
But, 34%, How come you ſo luckily to 
hit upon the Index to Grotius, if you had 
not been turning over Indexes for the Uſe 
of that Word. 

III. For the Third Paſſage ; as I have al- 
ready own'd my Miſtake, and have cor- 


rected it, ſo J inſiſt upon it, that Gnfrar 


ic n, ſignifies properly in our Language 
the Slaves of Lords. | know no Word that in 
our Language ſignifies either more abſolute 
Submiſſion than the One, or more abſolute 
Power than the Other. Nay, you your 


ſelf cou'd find no fitter Word to render 


Dominus by, than Lord, p. 37. The mean- 
ing of the Paſſage is, That the Word 
zitat has relation to Je and ſigniſics 


Flaves F Lords and Maſters. 


M 2 IV. © The 


_ 


4929) 


MR The next Paſſage from Theophilus, 
ſay you, p. 42. 75 ll applied, and much 
* worſe tranjiated?, This is another Inſtance 
Of good Reaſoning. Tis much worſe tran- 
* ſlated than it is applied*, when the Paſ- 
ſage is not tranſlated at all, nor did 1 de- 
ſign to trazxſlate it. And as to the eAppli- 
cation of it, it was, that even in Laws 
where Properties are adjuſted by the Letter, 
#n'rng is put for Slave. If you think this 
711 applied to the Caſe in hand, I am not 
ſurpris'd, ſince you have declared it your 
Opinion, that 'tis 20. hug to you to prove 
that "O71 properly figniiies a Slave. How - 
ever I will add, that not Oe, but Oze Hun- 
dred Proofs of this meaning of the Word 
from Theophilus alone might. be produced. 
Your Reply to this, is an Argument of very 
exact Reaſoning in you. Theophilus having 
divided Men into (4ixu) Slaves, and Free- 
men, ſays, the Freemen are either born ſo, 
or made frce. Therefore, what ? It ought 
to be (if it makes againit me,) Therefore 
ecciTy; does not ſignfy a Slave. But inſtead 
of this, the Conſequence is, Therefure thoſe 
that are made free, are not Slaves; And 
what is this to the Inſtance I cited from 
Theophilus. Iis hard to ſay which is moſt 
to ve commended, (they arc your own good 
Words, and therefore can't diſpleaſe you,) 
2007 Learning or your Judgment, P. 43. 


. 
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V. To mention one more Inſtance in 
this kind. You aſlign'd this Reaſon, why 
St. Peter cou'd not ſpeak of Slaves properly 
ſo call'd; becauſe he calls the Maſters, not 
Kv ecor, hut AzTmilai, 7. e. Me,, Viud. 
P. 18. In Oppoſition to this J proved on 
to ſignify properly a Slave, and that in 
was its proper Correlate, and ſignified, 
Lord, or Maſter, Nay, that Secabhs im- 
plied a higher Power than kd . This you 
call being an eA/vocate for you, and being 
on your fide, p. 42. Tf this Is, to be an 
Advocate for you, directly ro contradict and 
oppoſe you; In this Senſe I own I am your 
Advocate, and I have been your Advocate 
in all this Controverſy. But you proceed ; 
A:ow0]at, that is *Otxdio bat. This I call'd, 
one Blunder made worſe by another, vin. 
Firſt, your intimating that kde, implied a 
more abſolute Power than 4o=%!ae; and 
2d:y, your aſſerting #:owi]a« and dg 
to be Words of the ſame Senſe. To This 
you were kind to make no Reply, it being 
all, it ſeems, . o your Side, and ſaid on 
purpoſe to prove what you laid down, . e. 
directly and in plain terms to contradict 
every Word, 1s to be an Advocate for you. 
Give me leave once more to borrow a 
Flower out of your Garden, and to cry 
out Acumen hominis! 

I wou'd here have taken my Leave of 
You for the preſent; but that you wou'd 


ſeem 


( 94 ) 


feem to blame me for charging Tou with a 
Nameleſs Book, for which, you ſay, I have 
no Authority, . 45. But why ſhou'd any 
Man ſcruple to charge you, with what you 
your ſelf do not a Even here when 


you were ſo openly charg'd with this Book 
(which is not the firſt nor the ſecond nor 
the /hird Time it has been imputed to you, 
I do not ſay by My ſelf, but by ſeveral O- 
thers,) You do not deny it. An Authority 
ſo good This, that had I not other Reaſons, 
yet This were alone ſufficient to perſuade 
me to give into the common Belief. And 
your not having denied it, is ſo good an 
Evidence, that, in your own Words, * ] 
© ſhall think my ſelf at Liberty to ſay that 

Hon dare not d it, p. 46. 

And now having gone over this Tract, 
and ſhewn that you have not done what 
you pretended to do, viz, vindicate your 
ſelf from the Charge of Calumny ; I will add 
now, what you have zt done as well as 
what you have not pretended to do, which 
yet lies upon you to do; and which till you 
have done, you mult expect to be call'd 
upon to do, 

1. You have t cleared hour ſelf from a 
perfect Agreement with the B. of Bangor 


in your FIFTH of November SERMON; 


Nor can you, 1 repeat it, nor CAN you, 
by all the Arts you have, 


2, You 


e es 

2. You have not vindicated nor pretended 
to vindicate your eAnſwer to a Letter, and 
your (onſiderations. 

3. You have in this By-Covtroverſy named 
S tx Extremes, and charged them upon the 
B. of Bangor, but not one Word in Reply 
to what he has ſaid upon each of Thoſe 
Heads. I wou'd beg of You to take them 
into your Conſideration. | 

4. You ſtand ſtill charged with an egre- 
gious Calumny, that his Lordſhip has wrote 
down the Religion of Oaths. 

5. Even in this preſent Controverſy, the 
B. of Bangor urg'd Vine Reaſons for his 
Aſſertion, (v. Charge of Calummny, p. 14, &c.) 
and you have not attempted to ipeak to a- 
bove Three or Four of them. 

6. *T was too low and tedious for you to 
acknowledge any Abuſe, or any Miſtake 
throughout this whole Controverſy ; Not 
one, from that glaring one at which Every 


ones Ears may tingle, that his Lordſhip calld 


you Devil (4126a&@;,) to the {light Overſight 
of Servants in Chriſt at Philippi, inſtead of 
Saints (i.) 
7. Twas too low and tedious for you t 
examine any one Sentence of his Lordſhip's 
laſt Book, from Page 17, to Page 36, (ex- 
cept Oue Line about 'Omirys, which did not 
concern the Controverſy.) In p. 36. You 
have abuſed one Paragraph. Then you ex- 
amine Ore, and but Oze, of the Four Sup” 


Ports 


+ ports of the Aſſertion, which begins to be 
treated of by his Lordſhip, b. 29; and this 
is the Refutation of every Thing to Page 
93. Vou cite indeed by the way One Line 
from p. 44, which you ſay nothing againſt; 
and One Sentence from p. 53, Which has 
no relation to the Diſpute in hand, or very 
little: And you refer to p. 71, without any 
Objection to his Lordſhip's Expoſition of 
the Text, Philip. ii. Then you attempt an 
Anſwer to p. 93, 94, 95.— and ſay nothing 
to all that remains of the Book to b. 116. 
You have cited twelve Paſſages from ſeve- 
ral Parts of the Book, to ſhew the Idea of 
bought and ſold belongs to Slaves, and four 
in relation to its being Coytantly uſed, which 

I have fully conſidered above. Lake Notice; 
THIS IS YOUR DEFENCE. 3 

You ſee, Sir, the Uſe ] have made of the 
Liberty you graciouſly condeſcended to grant 
me to write what | pleasd, p. 43. Permit 

2 to add, that I am, and will continue to 

7 
Reverend, SIR, | 
Very much at your Service, 
July 15. 1718, 1 
A. 4. STXES. 
FHN IS. 


. 

=” Age 37. Line 30. draws, read drawn; p. 42 J. 10, ri. 
=_ for p. 13. p. 18. v. verſe 13. v.18. p. 14. J 27. for 33. 
7. 32. Þ. 55. J. 24. tor Lines. 7. Lines, P 78. for ca retullj 7. 
can fully. | 
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